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PREP AE. 


IN the progress of a long and exacting study of the 
Attic verb it was my fortune to discover that before the 
inquiry could be placed upon a scientific basis it would be 
necessary to reconsider some of the received opinions re- 
garding the language of the Athenian people, and to sub- 
ject to unflinching criticism the recognised claims of certain 
writers to a place in Attic literature. For atime my at- 
tention was withdrawn from the more special aspect of the 
question to which it had for several years been devoted, 
and directed to the prosecution of the wider inquiry, which 
was to provide a starting point scientifically important, and 
suggest a more comprehensive and intelligent method. 
The results obtained were in my judgment of such value 
that it seemed desirable to find a means of making them 
public, which would at the same time assist my cherished 
ulterior project of an authoritative work on the Attic 
verb. 

Augustus Lobeck’s edition of the Ecloga of Phrynichus 
had long been familiar to me, and the suggestion of the 
High Master of Saint Paul’s School that a new edition 
of the second century Atticist would be of service in 
calling attention to the peculiar characteristics of Attic 
Greek received the consideration which his judgment 
commands. 

There is no Grammarian to whose work so high a value 
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attaches as to that of Phrynichus, the Bithynian, and a 
perusal of the articles in the Ecloga, crude, fragmentary, 
and corrupt as they are, will yet prove that the writer 
regarded Attic Greek from a truer standpoint than more 
recent Grammarians, and one which students of Greek, 
subjected since Hermann’s time to the thraldom of minute 
psychological annotation, have often strangely ignored. 

It is not my purpose to reprehend the careful and pains- 
taking study of Greek texts. Accuracy, rigid and uncom- 
promising, is demanded of every student of Greek, but it 
must be combined with an appreciation of the relative 
value of facts. The precision of a scholar is one thing, 
and that of a scholiast another. Details are only valuable 
as a basis for generalisation, and the study of isolated 
phenomena without any reference to general principles is 
as puerile and futile in the student of language as in the 
questioner of Nature. Grammatical inquiry, however, has 
one difficulty to encounter which is unknown in the labora- 
tory of the Chemist or the Physicist. To a law of Nature 
there is in the last resort no exception, but a grammatical 
rule cannot fail to be sometimes contravened, as long as 
the human mind is subject to mistake. 

There are errors in grammar in all writers, but little is 
gained by trying to discover the state of mind which 
produced them. Certainly, in a language so signally ac- 
curate and regular as Attic Greek such errors. may be 
remarked upon when encountered, but otherwise left to 
shift for themselves. Eliminate the innumerable and gross 
corruptions which transmission by the hand of copyists 
through a score of centuries necessarily entails, and the 
texts of Attic writers would present as few errors in syntax 


and in the forms of words as the best French classics. 
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As to Syntax, Professor Goodwin’s judgment will be 
considered final by most scholars. In the preface to his 
well-known work on the Greek Moods and Tenses he states 
the case against Hermann with the vigorous common sense 
which marks his scholarship. ‘One great cause of the 
obscurity which has prevailed on this subject is the ten- 
dency of so many scholars to treat Greek syntax meta- 
physically rather than by the light of common sense. 
Since Hermann’s application of Kant’s Categories of Mo- 
dality to the Greek Moods, this metaphysical tendency 
has been conspicuous in German grammatical treatises, 
and has affected many of the grammars used in England 
and America more than is generally supposed. The re- 
sult of this is seen not merely in the discovery of hidden 
meanings which no Greek writer ever dreamed of, but more 
especially in the invention of nice distinctions between 
similar or even precisely equivalent expressions. A new 
era was introduced by Madvig, who has earned the lasting 
gratitude of scholars by his efforts to restore Greek syntax 
to the dominion of common sense.’ 

It is this same common sense which gives the work of 
Phrynichus its importance, and although the plan of the 
Ecloga is unsatisfactory in the extreme, and proves that 
its author had not attained to the highest view of the 
scholar’s functions, yet its general tone testifies to scholarly 
instincts. The dedication to Cornelianus contains the 
creed of a genuine scholar. “Hpeis od pds ra binpaptnuéva 
ddopGpev, GAAG Tpos TA boKidtaTa TOV apxaiwy, and similar 
maxims occur repeatedly in the work itself. With Phry- 
nichus it was not a mere theory but a practical rule, and 
no better illustration could be given of scholarly nerve and 


wholesome masculine common sense than the article in 
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which he contemptuously disregards the few unimportant 
exceptions to the general rule that péAdAew in the sense 
of ‘intend’ or ‘be about’ is followed only by the future or 
present infinitive. To his mind the aorist infinitive after 
peAAew was simply a mistake, and to pay any attention to 
the examples of it in Attic writers would have appeared 
as serious an error of judgment as to attempt to distinguish 
between péedAAw Trovety and péAAw ToLncey. 

Questions of Syntax, however, are rarely discussed by 
Phrynichus, his attention being occupied for the most part 
with the use of words and their genuine forms. As to 
these points his testimony is peculiarly valuable, since on 
the one hand he had access to a very large number of 
works which have been subsequently lost, and on the 
other he lived at an age when if due care was used it 
was still possible even from the manuscripts to discover 
the inflexions employed by the original writer. The evi- 
dence supplied by his dicta I have used to the best of 
my ability, adding to it all that could be derived from 
other sources, and endeavouring by its help to make some 
impression upon the enormous mass of corrupt forms 
which disfigure all the texts of Attic writers. 

Much, indeed, has already been done in this way, and 
there are unmistakeable indications of a growing tendency 
to return to the old traditions of scholarship as represented 
in the work of Bentley, Porson, Elmsley, and Dawes, by 
adding to the all-important study of syntax a scientific 
study of words and the orthography of words’. In his 
preface to ‘Greek Verbs Irregular and Defective’ Dr. 


1 A striking instance of the development of this tendency is the remarkable 
article by Mr. A. W. Verrall which appeared in No. XVII of the Journal of 
Philology, entitled ‘On a Chorus of the Choephorae, with Remarks upon the . 
verb rora(w and its cognates.’ , 
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William Veitch long ago suggested the track which such 
an inquiry should take, and in the book itself supplied 
a storehouse of materials without which the inquiry itself 
would be impracticable. 

To another scholar, however, my chief acknowledgment 
is due. Everyone who has taken an interest in the recent 
history of Greek criticism is familiar with the ‘ Variae 
Lectiones, ‘Novae Lectiones,’ and the other articles of 
C. G. Cobet in the Mnemosyne Journal. There are few 
pages of the present work in which his influence may 
not be traced, and even in those cases in which my con- 
clusions differ most widely from those of the veteran critic 
the line of reasoning which produced the divergence was 
not seldom suggested by writings of his own. A familiar 
apophthegm of Menander furnishes Greek criticism with 
an apt watchword, and from Cobet’s lips I for one have 
learned the import of these words— 


eAevdepws SovdAEvE, SobAOS OvK Evel. 


Ne Ge IRE 


1 KING’s BENCH WALK, TEMPLE, 
May, 1881. 


CORRIGENDA. 


Page 25, note I, read mpooidyra. 
3 40, ,, I, read art. 38. 
» 47, line 20, read art: 73. 
be L203 5,8 2ynead-etrous. 
» 186, ,, 28, read dmoxpiverat. 
x 194, 5, 14, read dxpatns. 
204, ,, 16, read texts of Herodotus. 
» 211, ,, 22, read ixOves. 
» 224, ,, 18, read dbapes. 
De ZS mes nz2, 7 edd Ne Dor. 
»  234,note, read kelpevor. 
3 250, line 13, read manuscript. 
» 272, extr., read’Artinds. 51d T0d 0 6”Iwy, Aayés. 
» 276, line 14, read dp’ Fv. 
»» 287, ,, 10, read émwpommans, 
» 288, ,, 21, read éxrpwcacar. 
ss 313, 4, 9, read immorality but. 
» 324, 4, 14, read énapiotepos. 
3» 325, lines 8,9, read orumméivor, OTUMTLVoY, 


55 325, line 11, read orbamvos or orbmvos. 
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fee OW LTH OF THE ATTIC DIALECT. 


THE interest of the AaitadAjs—the first play of Aristo- 
phanes—lies in the disappointment felt by an Athenian 
of a rural deme in the education which his son has received 
in the city. He asks him to dig, and the boy shows him 
hands accustomed to no rougher labour than fingering the 
flute and the lyre. The farmer prays for a sturdy drinking 
song by Alcaeus or Anacreon, but his cultured son,— 

Aelos Homep Eyxedvs, xpvoods €xwv Kiklvvovs,— 
knows none but modern airs. When the old man would 
test his knowledge of Homer—and Homer was to the 
Greek much that the Bible in a higher sense was to the 
Jew—his questions as to the meaning of Homeric phrases 
are answered by counter-questions on the sense which 
certain words bear in Attic law. : 

This play was written just in the middle of the great 
literary period of Athens. About one hundred years 
earlier Tragedy earned a place in literary history, and 
before the close of the next century Athens had left her 
genius on the field of Chaeronea. Aeschylus was born 
a few years after the rude stage of Thespis first courted 
the Dionysiac crowd, and Demosthenes survived the 
national independence by only fifteen years. Yet, in this 
short space, the Athenian tongue was able to mould the 
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Greek language into the most perfect vehicle of thought 
known to literature. 

The fragment of the Aatadijs already referred to de- 
monstrates the fact that much of Homer was as unintelli- 
gible to an Athenian of the best days, as Chaucer is to an 
ordinary Englishman of the present century. In fact the 
Attic even of the Mapadwvoudyat was as far removed from 
the Greek of Homer as the English of Milton from that of 
Chaucer’, and if the lapse of time is alone considered it 
must have been more so. But if Homer was often hard 
for them to understand, the debased forms and mixed 
vocabulary of the common dialect would have struck the 
contemporaries of Aristophanes and Plato as little better 
than the jargon of the Scythian policemen who kept order 
in the market-place. 

In the Aaivadjs the master of Attic Comedy brought 
the old and the new in Athens face to face. The boy’s 
grandfather might well have heard Thespis in his first rude 
attempts at tragedy, and his grandson have been forced to 
doubt whether it was life that imitated Menander, or 
Menander who imitated life. Now the forces which in 
this Comedy Aristophanes represents as acting upon the 
young men of his day had been at work for years, not 
only in modifying the national character, but also in 
moulding the speech of the Athenians. There is little in 
the Attic of Aristophanes or the Orators which would 
indicate that it is only a development of Ionic, and a 
genuine descendant of the Greek which Homer wrote. So 
great has been the influence of the democratic institutions 


‘ The lines in question are preserved in a fragmentary state by the Physician 
Galen in his Lexicon to Hippocrates :— 

Father. Updos tavra ov r€£ov “Opnpov épol yAdtras, 

; Ti KaXova. KépupBa ; 
Father, Ti karovo’ Gpéevnva Kapyva ; 
Son. 6 pev ov ads, épos 8 ovTos dbeApes ppacatw, 

Ti KaXovo idvious ; 
Son. Ti kadovow cnview (amoway Mke. conj.) ; 
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and free city life—the ducaorjpia and dyopd—on the one 
_ hand, the arrogance of empire and foreign commerce—the 
nyevovia and Iepaeds—on the other. But that this was 
certainly the case is proved not only by many phenomena 
of form and expression, but also by a literary fact which 
has never received the serious attention which it merits. 

It is strange that Tragedy which, rightly considered, 
sheds more light than aught else on the history of the 
Attic dialect, should have been the occasion of concealing 
its purity. Among other caises which have prevented 
Attic from being thoroughly understood, none can equal 
the mistake of regarding the Tragic diction as only an 
elevated modification of ordinary Attic. This conviction 
is of the same kind as that arising from the concomitant 
study of several Hellenic dialects, namely, that Greek as a 
whole is markedly irregular. As a matter of fact nothing 
is further from the truth. 

It is a well-known characteristic of Greek literature that 
different kinds of composition had a tendency to adhere 
generally to the dialect in which they started. Epic verse 
did not deviate from that use of words which Homer had 
discovered to be most suitable to the genius of hexameter 
metre. Even in Comedy, when there was occasion to use 
hexameters, old words and forms, unused in the Attic of 
the day, were liberally introduced. Choric poetry had its 
rise among the Dorians, and Doric was the vehicle of ex- 
pression used in all choric verse ever afterwards, and in 
Comedy no less than in Tragedy the choral odes were 
couched in Doric. 

By considering Tragedy with reference to this fact it is 
possible at once to account for the striking discrepancy which 
exists, both in vocabulary and accidence, between tragedies 
and comedies of precisely the same date. The basis of the 
language of Tragedy ts the Attic of the time when Tragedy 
Sprang into life. 
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Accordingly, in the Tragic Dialect is discovered what 
might otherwise have been lost, the missing link between 
Tonic proper and that modification of it which is called 
Attic. It must however be remembered, at the same time, 
that the Tragic poetry of Athens, like that of all other 
nations, contained words, expressions, and metaphors which 
it would be ridiculous to employ in other species of com- 
position or in the course of ordinary conversation. In Greek, 
indeed, this was especially the case. Tragedy was intimately 
associated with religion, and had in fact developed itself 
from a rude religious ceremonial. Moreover, the characters 
were gods and demigods, and the poet took as much care 
to elevate his diction above that of common life as the 
actor to increase the proportions of his figure and the 
sonorousness of his voice. 

A careful comparison of the diction of Herodotus and 
the Attic tragedians confirms in a marvellous degree this 
theory as to the peculiar characteristics of the latter. 

Even if the choric odes and other lyrical passages are 
left unregarded—and throughout this inquiry they have 
been altogether set aside—there remains in the senarii 
alone a very large number of words which are found else- 
where only in Ionic. 

In the first place, a writer of Tragedy used at pleasure 
many forms of words unknown in Comedy or Prose but 
normal in Ionic. Thus, while in Attic éxeivos was the only 
form known, the tragedians, like Herodotus, use keivos or €xet- 
vos indifferently. The shorter form never occurs in Comedy 
except! in Arist. Pax 46, as an intended Ionicism— 

*Twvixds tis no. Tmapaxabnpevos, 
doxéew pev, €s KA€wva tadr aiviooerat 
Os Kelvos dvaidéws THY oTaTiAnv éoOiet. 


1 In Vesp. 751. it occurs in a chorus, and it is cited from the comic poet 
Phrynichus. But the line, if not hopelessly corrupt, is meant for lonic,— 
keiyn pepvnodw pe fvAov troTEeTayés. 
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The Ionic fuvds (=xowds), Hdt. 4. 12; 7. 53, etc., is found 
in Aesch. Sept. 76, Supp. 367. 

deidw (=dd), Hdt. 1. 24; 2. 60, etc., occurs in Aesch. 
Agam. 16. Similarly do.d7 (=@67) in Hdt. 2. 79, and Soph. 
Ant. 883. dovdds (=@dds) in Hdt. 1. 24; Soph. O. R. 36; 
Eur. Heracl. 403, et al. 

delpm = aipw, Hdt. 2.125; 4.150; Soph. Ant. 418. 

disc@a—aoce, Hdt. 4. 134; 9. 62;-Aesch. Pers. 470; 
Bur. Hec. 31. 

yovvaros, yovvara, etc.,=ydvaros, yovara, Hdt. 2. 80; 4. 
Baz O70, etc.; Soph. O. C. 1607; Eur. Hec. 752, etc. 

Con=Con, Hdt. 1. 32, 85, 157, etc.; Soph. Fr. 509. 

¢a- for dva- in compounds, as CamAovros, Hdt. 1. 32; Eur. 
Andr. 1283. Cp. ¢axpetos, Aesch. Supp. 1943; (amAnbis, 
Pers. 316; (a0eos, Eur. freq.; ¢axpvoos, Eur. 

These instances are but typical of a large class which 
even a careless student of Tragedy will be able to extend 
at pleasure. It is sufficient here to indicate the relation 
which such variations from ordinary usage bear to the 
question under discussion. Another important class con- 
sists of words used in Tragedy and Ionic in the simple 
form, but which in Attic are invariably compounded. 

In Attic there ‘is not a single instance of the simple 
verb dvtioipar, ‘I oppose. The compound évavriodpar has 
taken its place. But to the numerous instances afforded 
Semeeuie. Tidt, 1. 70, 207; 4: 1,°3, 126; 7-9, 139,, 160; 
8. 100; 9. 26; Aeschylus, in Supp. 389, presents a parallel,— 

. tls Gv Toic® dvtiwOjva- Oédor ; 
For the Ionic 6x6 (Hdt. 5. 41) Attic writers used the 
compound évoyAé, but the simple verb is found both in 
Aeschylus and Sophocles (P. V. 1001; O. R. 446). 

Still more marked is the case of aivé, which in Hdt. 3. 
76; 5-113; Soph. Aj. 526, Phil. 451, 889, and in Euri- 
pides and Aeschylus repeatedly, is used for the Attic 


, na 
€TALVO. 
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Other instances are dyvuws for xardyvope', avd for dmavr®, 
ECouar for xa0éCowar*, ixvotwar for apixvodpar*, and the list 
might easily be increased. Some care, however, must be 
taken to select only well-marked instances for purposes of 
speculation. Thus the simple form of apdoow, which is 
common enough in Tragedy®, is found in Prose only in 
Hdt. 6. 44, but the line of Aristophanes (Eccl. 977),— 


x X\ / > A oS / , BA 
A. kal thy Ovpay y ipartes. B. dmoOdvoy.’ dpa, 


puts it beyond a doubt that the word might, on occasion, 
have been used in prose, as it was certainly employed in 
every-day life. 

On the other hand, Ionic writers and Tragedians fre- 
quently use a compound word in cases in which an Attic 
prose author would prefer the simple form. Before a 
language is matured, and that feeling of language de- 
veloped, which sees in a common word the most suitable 
expression for a common action or fact, there is a tend- 
ency to make work-a-day words more expressive by com- 
pounding with a preposition. This stage of language still 
existed in Attica towards the close of the sixth century, and 
became one of the mannerisms of Tragic composition, being 
in this way carried on in literature to a time when such a 
tendency had disappeared from Attic employed under ordi- 
nary conditions. lonic never got beyond this stage. 


% 


1 Hdt. 1. 185; Eur. Hel. 410. 

* Hat. 1.114; 2.119; Aesch. Supp. 323; Soph. Aj. 533, Trach. go2; Eur. 
Ion 802. 

* Hdt. 4. 85; 8. 22; Aesch. Eum. 3; Soph. O. R. 32, O. C. 100 
Heracl. 344, Ion 1202, El. 109, 1259, etc. 

* Hdt. 1. 216; very frequent in all three Tragedians. In Thuc. 1. go, the 
simple is used in the peculiar sense of be suitable, which is also found in Hat. 2. 
36; 6. 57, 84. 

5 Aesch, P, V. 58, Pers. 469; Soph. O. R. 1276, Ant. 52, Aj. 725, Phil. 374 ; 
Eur. Hec. 1044, I. T. 327. The compounds are comparatively common in Prose 
and Comedy, the following passages being cited by Veitch:—ééapdge, Ar. 
Thesm. 704; e¢jpaga, Eq. 641 ; xarnpage, Dem. 675. 19; énjpage, Plato, Prot. 
314 D; dnapdgnre, Thuc. 7. 63; karnpaxon, Thuc. 7. 6. 


3 ur 
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- The preposition éx, e€ is of all the most frequently em- 
. ployed in thus extending verbs. In Sophocles especially 
it would almost seem as if any verb might be compounded 
with it. He is the only Greek writer who uses éx6eacda, 
€xAryewv, exmpoTyav, exonualve, exoréAdecOau (of dress), éx- 
xpnv (of the responses of Apollo), efavayerOar, eEaripacer, 
e€epleobar (=npoorarrew), none of which differ at all from 
the simple verbs, except in being in a slight degree more 
picturesque. Similarly there is as little difference between 
exOvew, exdayxdvew, ekuavOavew, exmeiOew, exTuvOdvecOa, 
exodCew, exTipay, expoBeicdar, eEarretv, eLaxovev, eEavaykacey, 
e€avexecOar, efarvadrd\docecIar, eatope(pew, e&eAevPepooro- 
peiv, eberiotacbar, e€ixerevew, and the forms not compounded 
with this preposition. The verbs éfa7oA\tvai, e&eu7rodar, 
and é&npepoty for dmod\Avvar, éurodav, and ijpepodv, are a 
few out of many instances common to the Tragedians with 
Herodotus'. Of compounds with other prepositions, dva- 
katew” and dvaxkAalew? for kdew and xAdew might be men- 
tioned if the case of dmodayydvew for the simple Aayydvew 
did not present itself as a deterrent. The compound occurs 
repeatedly in Herodotus, and once in Euripides‘, but in 
Attic Prose only in Lys. 101. 3, and not in Comedy at all. 
But that it was really not uncommon in both these kinds 
of composition is attested by Harpocration in his Lexicon 
to the Ten Orators—’Amohaxeiv: dvtl dzA0d Tod ayeiy ’Avti- 
pov év T® Kara Pidrtvov, Avolas xara Lloceidiamov, Apioroparys 
Taynvicrais. In fact this feeling towards picturesque com- 
pounds is one which, though especially characteristic of 
the immaturity of a language, can never be said to have 

* éfardrAAvpu, Hdt. 1. 92, 2.171; Aesch. Agam. 528; Soph. El. 588; Eur. 
Tro. 1215, Heracl. 950. éfeymoA@, Hdt. 1.1; Soph. Ant. 1036, Phil. 303. 


efnuep@, Hdt, 1. 126; Eur. H, F. 20, 852. 
* dvaxaiw, Hdt. 4.145; 5.19; 8.19; Eur. Cycl. 383; Xenophon has it, 


Anab, 3. 1. 3, dvéxavoav 70 rip. 
* dvaxdaiw, Hdt. 3. 14, 66; Soph. Phil. 939; Antiphon uses it, 119. 23, Tas 
napovaas arvxias dvaxkavcacba pods bpas. 


Pobldtr da, 114, 10s, 453 6, es Peas Bun i, aon, 
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wholly disappeared from it. All that it is necessary to 
demonstrate in the present case is that it had become 
exceedingly rare in Attic at a time when it was still in 
full force in Tragedy and the Ionic dialect. 

But to pass to another feature which these present in 
common. Words rare in prose occur with frequency both 
in Herodotus and the Tragic poets, which is equivalent to 
saying that words in common use in the Attic of the time 
when Tragedy became a distinct style retained a literary 
status as long as the Tragic drama continued, although, 
for all other purposes, they were practically obsolete in 
Attic speech and writing. Such a word is the adverb 
kdpta. It occurs with extraordinary frequency! in Ionic 
and in Tragedy, but hardly at all in Attic Comedy or 
Prose. In Plat. Tim. p. 25 D, dod kdpra Bpaxéos, it has 
been perhaps rightly restored from the Parisian manuscript 
for the vulgate xaraBpayéos, but it would be difficult to 
discover another Prose instance. Of the two times which 
it occurs in Aristophanes, one at least proves its un-Attic 
character. In Ach. 544— 

Kabijo® dv éy ddmorow; 7 TOANOD ye bel: 

Kal Kapta pevTav ev0éws Kabet\kere— 
the preceding words 7 woddod ye dei: certainly come from 
the Telephus of Euripides, as do several more clauses and 
lines immediately before and after, and if kat kdpra pévray 
is not directly from the same source, the word kdpra is 
beyond question intended to harmonize with the parody. 

For the other instance— 

TavTa pev Anpeis exwv 
KapTa* TOs khavoer yap jy anak ye TaPOaAuo *KKoTHs sx— 
Av. 342. 
there must be some similar reason, as in the only other 
+ Hdt. 1. 71, 88; 3. 80, 104; 7. 16, etc.; Hippocrates, p. 393. 51, 394. 


53, etc. In Aeschylus over thirty times, in Sophocles about twenty times, and 
in Euripides fourteen or fifteen times. 
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passage of Comedy in which the word occurs —Ameipsias 
in Athen. 11. 783 E.— 
A. avAe yor peAos, 
av & dde mpds* tHvd exmioua 8 eyo Téws. 
B. avAe ov, kal ov THY dpvoTw AdwBave, 
“ov xpi) TOAN exe Ovyntov avOpwrov 
GAN épay cat xarecOiew* od Oe Kdpta peider”— 
it forms part of a drinking song, like Iago’s, 
‘Then take thine ad cloak about thee.’ 


Another word almost equally significant is gpyv. In 
Herodotus it is found in 3. 134; 7.13; 9.101; and in 
Tragedy repeatedly—about two hundred times in all. Of 
the numerous Aristophanic instances all occur either in 
the lyrical passages, in parody, or in paratragedy, except 
Nub. 153— 

® Zed Bacwrcd, tis AeTTOTHTOS TOV ppevav— 

and Thesm. 291, Ran. 534, Lys. 432; where it forms part 
of the phrase voids xal ppéves, which is a survival of the 
old Ionic Attic, and common even in Prose, as in Dem. 
de Cor. 332. 20, wdAvora pev Kalrovrois BeATio Twa vodv Kal 
dpevas evOeire, Ib. 780. 11, vod kai ppevGv ayadev Kat Tpovoias 
mokAjjs. A similar survival is its use with words like cup- 
gopa to denote aberration of intellect, as in Andoc. 20. 29. 
It is found twice in Plato, but in a connection which 
strengthens this account of the history of the word. In 
both cases, Theaet. 154 D, Conviv. 199 A?%, it refers to 
the famous line in the Hippolytus of Euripides— 

7 yAdoo bpopox’, 7 5€ piv avdpotos— 
so often parodied by Aristophanes. 

The survival of ¢pyv in the phrase vods Kal dpéves has 

1 Cp. ppevipns, Hdt. 3. 25, 30; 5. 42; 9.55; Eur. Heracl. 150, El. 1053. 

* The passages are, Theaet. drdp, ws €oKev, dv dnoxpivy bre €or, Evpini- 
bedv Te ovpPhhoera’  pev yap yA@rra dvédreyKTos Huiv ecra, H 5 ppyv ovK 


dvedeyxtos ... €i prev Bevo Kai cool éyw rE Kal ov Huey, TavTa Ta TOV ppEevav 
éfntakores : Conviv. 7 yA@rra obv tréayero, 7) 5e pprv ov. 
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many parallels, and Comedy is often very useful in pre- 
serving these remnants of every-day language in cases in 


which there was naturally little occasion for their appear- 


ance in Prose. Thus the old word o@évos survives in Prose? 
only in the phase zarri cere, but Comedy has preserved 
a similar use of the verb cféra— 
> me ta ‘ s =~ , 
ov yap TpoonKet THY EuavTov por woAW 
evepyetety, @ Kempe Kad’ Gcov av cbéva; 
Ar. Plat. 912. 
The same is true of 6eivw, which, like the simple dpacca 
already mentioned (p. 6), occurs out of Tragedy only in 
Comic verse— 
°° X r cal > lo < >; Cal 
ovTos ov wot Geis; ov peveis; ws ei Oerets 
xX ¥ > > dee | 3 , Ld 
Tov avdpa TovTor, avTos apEnce: Taxa. 
Arist. Ach. 564. 
G\r’ cic 6 Spacov; To oxédAer Geve THY wETpar. 
Av. 54. 
But of all these survivals perhaps the most interesting is 
that of the aorist éuaorifa. Every one will remember its 
use in Homer— 
paoti€er & éXaav* Kavayy 8 Hv hysovotiv® 
but it will surprise many to hear that it had become a 
term of the kitchen. Athenaeus (7. 322 d,) quotes from 
the Leuce of Alexis the lines— 
A. éxictaca: Tov cadpoy os det cxevacat; 
B. GX Gy dtdaoxns. A. eEeXov 7a Bpayxia, 
atvas, Tepikdwas Tas axavOas Tas KUKA@, 
’ a 7 bs 4 
mapacxicov xpnoT@s, diam7vEas 8 Gdov 
TO otAdi@ udori~oy ev TE, Kal Kad@s 


as ifov GAci 7 a2 as 
Tup@® TE Gacov aAct T 7 optyave— 


1 Dem: 30. 12; Thuc..5. 23; Plat. Legg. 646 A, 854 B; Xen. Cyrop. 6. 1. 
42; 8. 5. 25, Hell. 6.5. 2, Rep. Lac. 4.5. In Plato, Phaedr. 267-C, 76 zoo 
Xad«ydoviov cévos in humorous passage =6 Kadeyddros. 

3 76€ is certainly corrupt here. We must read dAcivy etr’ dpryare, or some 
such word. 
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in which a master is giving directions to his new cook how 
he likes a fish of a certain kind dressed. After being boned 
it is to be well whipped or dusted with silphium and stuffed 
with cheese, salt, and marjoram. 

Another passage indicates that it was probably the word 
used by boys when spinning tops. In the Baptae of 
Eupolis! occur the words— 

@ pvpBoror paotigas eye 
but the context is required to make them quite clear. 

It is in this way that the use of p’ec@a in Thucydides 
ought probably to be explained. The word is otherwise 
unknown in Attic, and when Thucydides represents Agis 
(5. 63) as promising épyw ayado pioetOar Tas aitias otpa- 
tevodpuevos, he is probably only giving a metaphorical turn 
to a word in common use among the tradesmen in the 
agora to denote their goods bringing down the weights on 
the opposite scale of the balance’. 

*Axty is another word which almost by itself might de- 
monstrate the truth of the theory at present under dis- 
cussion. Though found repeatedly in Homer? in the 
sense of ‘rocky foreland, and: in Herodotus* with the 
meaning ‘littoral tract, it is in Attic confined to Tragedy’®, 
except in one case, namely, when it refers to the coast- 
district of Attica. Harpocration tells us that Hyperides so 
used it : ’Axr7, éwiOadarridids Tis otpa THs Artixns’ “Cmrepeldns 


év T® Tepl Tov Tapixovs, and in Dinarchus, 110. 2, it is found 


* Quoted Fr, Com. 2. 452. The JvpBos was in this ‘a metal top, 
celebrating the orgies of Kotytto by her ‘licentiates’ the Baptae. 

* pvopa, Hdt. 3. 119, 132; 4. 164, 187, etc.; Aesch. Eum. 232, 300, Supp. 
509 et al.; Soph. O. C. 285, Aj. 1276, O. R. 72, 312, 313; Eur. Alc. 11, 
et freq. 

3 Il, 2. 395; 20. 50; Od. 5. 405; 10, 89, etc. 

* Hdt. 4. 38; 7. 183. Xenophon, un-Attic as usual, employs it in An. 6. 2. 

Jewpovv Tijv ‘lagoviay axrhy, 

Aesch. Pers. 303, 421, 449, Eum. to, Ag. 493, and freq. in ch.; Soph, 
Phil. 1, 272, 1017; Aeg. fr. 19. 3; Captiv. fr. 42, and in chor.; Eurip. Hee, 
778, Hipp. 1199, and very frequently. 


used in 
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in a suggestive series: év ofs (sc. tots xpijpact) kat % ary 
Kal ot Améves eto Kal Ta vewpia & of Tpdyovor tyiv KaracKevd- 
cartes katéuTrov!, 

No evidence could be more distinct. It was plainly a 
word in daily use in Attica before the Ionic then spoken 
had gone far in the peculiar path which was to end in the 
Attic dialect, and its application to the coast-district began 
at that time. In the sixth century it was dropping out of 
use, but received a new lease of life from becoming part of 
the literary dialect of Tragedy. 

Exactly the same history belongs to another old Attic 
word. Its attachment to a natural feature of the country 
preserved it un-modified, just as the peculiar Greek ten- 
dency of literary styles to become permanent brought it 
down in Tragedy to a period when it had disappeared in all 
other literature but the Ionic. The name (worip, the Ionic 
and old Attic equivalent of (évn, had at an early date been 
bestowed upon a tongue of land between the Piraeus and 
Sunium’, which resembled the Gworjp in shape, and is 
mentioned under that name both by Herodotus and Xeno- 
phon*. Thus even the stones cry out against regarding 
the peculiarly Tragic forms of words as due to no more 
than a craving for elevation of style. 

Of a piece with the use of compound verbs for simple, 
already discussed, is the preference for picturesque words 
with a dash of metaphor in them over their more tame 


* Strabo, 9. 391 b, thus describes the district, der) 8 éorly dupiOddatTOs, 
orev) TO TpwToY, €i7’ eis THY pEecoyaiay TAaTUVETAL, pnvoEdH 8 obbey Hrrov ém- 
oTpopiy AapBaver mpos ‘Qpwndv ris Bowrias, 7O kuprov éxovea mpds OadrdTTp. 

2 Strabo, 398. 

° Hat. 8. 107, éwel 5& dyxod joav Zworhpos mAcévres of BapBapo Kre.: Xen. 
Hell. 5. 1. 9, éwet 5 joav ai (vijes) rod Edvdpou mpos 7H yn Tepl Zworhpa THs 

“Artixns ete. A surname of Apollo, viz. Zworhpios, was probably derived from 
a temple on this spot. Cp. Mop8yés, a town in Euboea, mentioned by Dem. 
248. 15; 119. 21; 125. 26; 133.21: mopOpds is old Attic for wépos. “Apesos 
maryos : maryos for hill is never once found in Attic prose or comedy, but occurs 
in Aesch. P. V. 20, 270, Supp. 189, etc.; Soph. O. C. 1601; Ant. 411, etc.; 
Eur, El. 1271, etc. 
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equivalents. Take, for instance, aly. Even in its ordi- 
nary sense! the word was probably un-Attic, having been 
replaced by édpv, but in the signification of war it had 
certainly disappeared altogether. Yet that with that mean- 
ing it had once been in common use is proved by the com- 
pound aixuddwros, which must have had an emphatically 
metaphorical origin. From the development of Attic such 
a metaphorical use had become impossible in that dialect ; 
but it had been, as it were, crystallised in Tragedy, and 
remained in use in Ionic. Thus Herodotus could say not 
only (5- 94), Styewov cide Tlevolorparos aixuyj, but even (7. 
152), emevdy oe Tpds Tos Aakedaysoviovs Kak@s 7) aixpr éoTI- 
kee, and in Tragedy occur the expressions aixpiy eis pilav 
xabéoratov for eis povosayfay (Eur. Phoen. 1273); kaxot 
évtes tpos aixynv (Soph. Phil. 1306); and aixpr Onpdv 
(Eur. H. F. 158), a ‘ battle with wild beasts.’ 

Evdpovn is another of these words. No Attic writer 
would have used it for w&; but not only does it occur 
in Herodotus more frequently than the soberer term, but 
even a scientific writer like Hippocrates employs it *. 

Again, if we compare the usage of wddos* and KAnpos, it 
will be seen that the more picturesque of the two words 
has in all Attic, but that of Tragedy, been ousted by the 
colourless term, though in Ionic prose the former remained 
the commoner. And that zddos really retained much of 
its primitive colour is proved by the line of Euripides 


Pettart. S, 30,52; 3.78, 1285 5- 40;) 7. 61, 64, 69,77, etc. and in the 
Tragedians very frequently. Xenophon has it, Cyr. 4. 6.4; 8.1.8. peratxpov 
did not survive in Attic, but occurs, Hdt. 6. 77, 112, cp. 8. 140; Aesch. Sept. 
197; Eur. Phoen. 1240, 1279, 1361, Heracl. 803. 

* Hadt. 7. 56, d€Bn 6é 6 orpards abrot ev énra Hpepnot Kal ev exra evoppdvyst : 
9: 37, TpiTn evppdovy, So 7. 12, 188; 8. 12, 14; 9.39; Hippocrates, 588. 42, dvo 
Hhuepas Kai bvo0 ebeppdvas: id. 1275. 32, huépny nal evppdvnv: Aesch. P. V. 655, 
Pers, 180. 221, Agam. 265, 279, 337, 522; Soph. El. tg, 259, Fr. 521, 11; 
Eur. Hec. 828, I. A. 109, 1571, Rh. 92, 518, 617, Tro, 660, etc. 

* Hdt. 3. 80; 4. 94, 153; Aesch. Sept. 55, 376, Agam. 333, Pers: 779, 
Eum. 32, 742, 753; Soph, Ant. 275; Eur. I, A, 1151, Tro. 263, Ion 416, 
Heracl. 546. 
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(Iph. Aul. 1151), where Clytemnestra addresses Agamem- 
non in the words— 

Bpepos Te Toipov o@ Tpocorpicas Taw 

act@v Bialws Tov euGv anoordaas. 
But it would be tedious to discuss each separate instance 
of this one characteristic of immaturity in language. There 
are still too many points to consider which throw light 
on the way in which the old Ionic of Attica developed 
into a language of such marvellous precision and strength 
as the Attic dialect certainly is. But it is hard to refrain 
from enumerating, however cursorily, a few more old Ioni- 
cisms like edfpdvn and aixpy. Such are dyopacGa! in the 
sense of Aéyew or eizelv, duaevuevos in the sense of ‘ pro- 
vided with carriage roads*, dudwdééios, ambiguous*, andrt- 
pos* for driyos, dpOucos® for iros, GpydecOar® for yapety, 
dpovpa’ for yf, arputos® for icxupds or péyas, eyyplumrew ® 
for épdnrecOa, éxmayhetoOar” for Oavudcew, eédaotp6™ for 


1 Hdt. 6. 11; Soph. Tr. 601, éws od rats é£wOev iyyop@ tévaus. 

* Hdt. 2. 108, At’yurtov imndoipov cat dpagevpevny, followed by Atyumros 
€ovoa medids maca avinmos Kal dvapdgevtos yéyove: Soph. Ant. 251, orupdAds 
de yj Kal xépoos appt od8 ernuagevyevn tTpoxotoww, where observe the Ionicism 
for épnpatevpern. 

° duprdééios, lit. of a man who can use his left hand as dexterously as his 
right; opp. dupapiotepos. Hdt. 5. 92, xpnothpioy duqid€eg.ov, an ambiguous 
response: Aesch. Frag. 259, aupidetios éxer, it is indifferent. In Eur. Hipp. 
780=appnkns, audidéfcov aidnpov: Soph. O. C. 1112 uses the sing. in the 
signification both. 

~~ LEWGh.! 0, IVS) Stoyolay (Os 16 ais 

5 Hdt. 6. 83, 7. 101, 9. 9, 37. So dpO@uds=¢udria in Aesch. P. V. 191. 

6 Hdt. 3. 137; 5- 32, 47; 6. 65; Soph. Ant. 570; cp. dppéfw=‘ give in 
marriage,’ Hdt. 9. 108 ; Eur. Phoen. 411. 

" Hdt. 2. 14; Aesch, Pers. 595; Soph. Tr. 32, Aj. 1286; Bur, Orugca 
H. F. 369. 

8 Hdt. 9. 52, dzp. mévos: Aesch. Eum. 403, dzp. 1é8a: Soph. Aj. 788, 
arp. rarov. 

® Hat. 2. 60, 93; 3. 85; 4.113; 9.98; Hippocr. de Artic. p. 800, B, de 
Oss. nat. 280. 12, de Morb. mul. 2. p. 654, 23; Soph. El. 898. The simple 
xpiumTw, xpiumToua, occurs Aesch. Eum. 185, P. V. 713; Soph. El. 7ar1. 

© Hdt. 7. 181; 8.92; 9. 48; Aesch. Cho. 217; Eur. Or. 890, Tro. 929, Hec. 
1157. Confined to the participle. 

1 Hadt. 2.158; 7. 24; Eur. I. T. 934,971. Cp. Bworpew for Bod. 
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1 2 


éAavvw, eumpémerv' for gavepds civat, ovedw*, or Kara- 


govetw*, for amoxtelvw, épetmia* for Aeipava, Epeotios ° 
for txérns, Oendartos®, sent from heaven=Oeios, otpatn- 
hatG™ for otparevouar, Ocompdros® for Oéwpos, AwKO* for 
Kabjjpar, iWayeris’ for adtéxOwv, Kaclyyntos'™ for dded- 
os, xéptouos ® for tBpiotixds, KAndodv!® for gyyn, pépos 
for @dvatos, pvoapds for juapds, Spaos!® for cvyyerns, 


1 Hdt. 7. 67, 83; Aesch. Ag. 6, 1428; Soph. El. 1187; Eur. Heracl. 407. 

2 Aidt. 1. 211; 8.53 Soph. O. R. 716, 1411, Ant. 1174, El. 34; Eur. Andr. 
412, Or. 1193, etc. In Plat. Legg. 871 D, 873 E, in legal language. 

Stig TOO, 165; 2. 455 3.157; Bur. Or. 536, 625. 

* Hdt. 2.154; 4.124; Aesch. Agam. 660, Pers. 425; Soph. Aj. 308; Eur. 
Bae. 7, etc. épeimw, throw down, is found in Hdt. 1. 164; 9. 70; Hippocrates, 
Epid. 6. 1174 G; Soph. Aj. 309, O. C. 1373; Xen. Cyr. 7. 4. 1. 

5 Hat. 1. 35; Aesch. Supp. 365, 503, Eum. 577, 669; Soph. Trach. 262. 

6 Hdt. 7.18; Aesch. Agam. 1297; Soph. O. R. 255, Ant. 278; Eur. Or. 2, 
Andr. 851, Ion 1306, 1392. ‘ 

Pdinieeteq rsa; 4. Ta, 5.305 7: 5, LO; Aesch: Pers..707, eum. .000); 
Eur. Or. 717, Supp. 234, I. A. 1195, Heracl. 465, et al. 

8 Hdt. 1. 48, 67, 78, and frequently ; Aesch. P. V. 659. 

® Hdt. 2.173. Tragic 6ax@, Aesch. P. V. 313, 389; Soph. O. R. 20, O. C. 
340, Aj. 325, 1173, Tr. 23; Eur. Heracl. 239. 

t Hdt. 2.17; 6.53; Hippocrates, de Morb. mul. 1. 70, de Infaec. 16; Aesch. 
Pers. 306. 

1 Hdt. 1. 171; Aesch. P. V. 347, Sept. 632, Agam. 327; Soph. and Eurip. 
very frequently. It occurs in Comic senarii in Arist. Thesm. goo, but in mapa- 
Tpaywoia with méous to keep it in countenance. 

 Hdt. 5.83; Eur. Alc. 1125, Fr. 495. The tragedians also use xeprope, 
Aesch. P. V. 986; Soph. Phil. 1235; Eur. Bac. 1294, Hel. 619; and keprd- 
pyots is found in Soph. Phil. 1236. 

18 Hdt. 5. 72; 9. 91, 101; Aesch. Agam. 863, 874, Cho. 853, etc.; Soph. 
O. C. 258, Phil. 255; Eur. Alc. 315, etc. The only instance in Attic is An- 
docides, 17. 9, kAnSav ev andon TH THAcL KaTéoxXEV... . MOS OdY F HHH 7 TOTE 
ovoa xre.; which probably indicates that the word was still in use among 
the people. 

4 Hidt. 1.117; 3.65, etc., and very frequently in all three tragedians, Similarly 
popotpos occurs, Hdt. 3.154; Aesch. P. V. 933, Sept. 263, 281, etc.; Soph. 
Ant. 236; Eur. Rh. 636, Al. 939, etc. 

* Hidt. 2. 37; Eur. Or. 1624, et al. It occurs in Ar, Lys. 340, but in 
a chorus. 

© Hidt. 1. 151; 8. 144; and very freq. in all three tragedians. Onthe 
authority of an anonymous Grammarian, Cramer, Anced. 3. 195, the lines— 

ovdeis bpaipou cupmabéarepos «piros, 

kav yj Tov yévous paxpay, 
are assigned to the comic poet Plato; but on his own confession the Grammarian 
preserved neither Aéfis nor pérpov, only Tov voy Tod BiBAlou anoreTapievce. 
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6unr€! for pAtkisTns, oTpatdpxns” for otparnyds, pati~w* for 
Aéyo. The significance of yepdva€ and its derivations is 
too great to allow of no more than a Nota bene. No 
words could be more picturesque, yet they are used in 
sober, every-day language in Ionic. Herod. 2. 167, rovs 
d€ draddaypévovs TAY XElpwvakiewr, yevvatovs vouiCovTas etvat, 
and Hippocrates, 384. 46, 391. 45. In Attic ye:pwvagia is 
simply réyvn and xeupdvag, yerporéxvyns, but in Tragedy the 
old highly-coloured expressions have been preserved with- 
out modification*. There can be no explanation of facts 
so anomalous, but the one which can not be reiterated too 
often, namely, that, if allowance is made for the peculiarities 
of metrical composition, Tragedy can supply the student 
of Attic with many of the most essential characteristics 
of that dialect during the sixth century °. 

Picturesqueness of metaphor is another quality which is 
not so much inherent in Attic Tragedy as Tragedy, but 
derived from the tendency of language at the time when 
the Tragic diction was formed. It is difficult to reach 
certainty in a speculation of this sort if only the more 
general aspects of the question are considered; accordingly, 


Moreover oupradéorepos is probably a late word. Similarly épuaipuwy, Hdt. 5. 
49; Trag. frequently. 

1 Hdt. 1.99; Eur. Hipp. 1098, Alc. 953, Tro. 1183, Bac. 201. 

J ipichis ss 1070s te HAS JeVeelal, liye, iy Xe 

8 Hdt. 5. 58; Eur. I. A. 135, 936. 

* xepwvatia, Hdt. 2. 167; Aesch. P. V. 45, Cho. 761. yxewpwvat, Hdt. 1. 
935022140; Bur. Pr. 703: 

5 Additional instances of these highly-coloured words are these :—GAAd@po0s, 
Hat. 1. 78; 3. 11; Aesch. Ag. 1200; Soph. Phil. 540. Svometéws = yarer@s, 
Hat. 3.107; Hippocr. 456. 22; Aesch. P. V. 752; adj. Soph. Aj. 1046. 6860 = 
put on the right road, Hat. 4. 139 ; Aesch. P. V. 498, 813. céAas =bright light, 
Hdt. 3. 28; Tragedy very freq. It occurs in Plato, Crat. 409 B, but simply in 
the linguistic statement oéAas nal p@s TavTév. tmeptéAAw, rise above=Att. 
éféxw, Hdt. 3. 104; Eur. Or. 6, Hec. toro, Phoen. 1007. Words which are 
Attic in other significations have a specially picturesque meaning in Ionic and 
Tragedy. As napyw=yadreras pépw, Hdt. 1. 118 ; Eur. H. F. 293, Med. 1138. 
KaTepyaCopat=droxreivw, Hdt. i. 24; Soph. Trach. 1094; Eur. Hipp. 888, 
I. T. 1173 (Xen. Cyr. 4. 6. 4). eéepyatouar=id., Hdt. 3. 52; 4. 1343; 5. 193 
Eur. Hel, 1098. voyds=dwelling place, Hat. 5. 92 et al.; Eur. Rhes. 477. 
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the following instances have been selected to show that 
in the metaphorical use of particular words Ionic and the 
Tragic dialect stand by themselves. Take the two com- 
pounds of €w, boil, éx¢éw, boil over, and émi¢éw, boil up, seethe. 
In 4. 205, Herodotus employs the horribly suggestive sen- 
tence, ov pev ovde 7 Pepetiyn «d tiv Conv Karemreke. as yap 
67) TaxoTa éxk THs AiBdns Ticayévyn Tos Bapkatovs arevdaTynoe 
és tiv Alyumtoy, améOave kaxGs* Goa yap ebréwv eb€Cere, as 
dpa dvOpe7o.or ai Ainv ioxvpal Tiuwpiar pds OeGv EripOovor 
yivovrat. The whole is oriental enough to come from the 
Old Testament, and in this question of metaphorical usage 
geographical considerations are not to be wholly dis- 
regarded. In Aesch. Sept. 709 the word is not too 
strong— 

e€elecev yap Oldimov karevyparta. 
Again in Herod. 7. 13, dxovcoavti or tis >AptaBavov yvdpns 
mapavtixa pev 1) vedtns éméCece, the metaphor may be paral- 
leled from Euripides— 

dewvov Tt mHya Tprapidas ewéCecev. 

Hec. 583. 
dew Tis Opy) Sadvev éenélece!. 
L. T. 987. 

Another excellent instance is afforded by the use of 
the verb éxrpi8, which occurs repeatedly in Herodotus 
and the Tragedians, but in a metaphorical sense is never 
used elsewhere. In Herodotus, 6. 37, Croesus threatens 
the people of Lampsacus in words that hardly required the 
brutal jest on [lirvodoca, the ancient name of their city, 
to make them effective: «i 6 un, opéas mitvos TpdTov amelree 
extphpew. TAavwpevwv 6€ Tov Aapaknvdrv év Totor Adyoue 
TO Oédeu TO Eros eivat TO ot amelAnoe 6 Kpoioos rirvos tpdmov 
extple, pdyis Kote pabwy Tv Tis TperBuTépwv elme TO edr, 
St. mitvs potvn mdvtwv bevdpéwv exxotelaa BAactoy ovdéva 


' Arist. Thesm. 468 is paratragedic, while Ach. 321, Ovpddoyp éréCecev, is 
evidently a burlesque on some Tragedian’s Oupds éré(ecev, and proves that the 
metaphor in Herodotus was felt to be too strong for common use, 


C 
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periet, GAAA TaveAcOpos! e€amddAdAvTat. And in a later 
chapter (86) of the same book, is narrated the fulfilment 
of a doom prophesied by the Pythia, TAavxov viv ovre tt 
azdyovdr eat ovd€er, ovr Lorin ovdeula vousCouérn etvar TAavxov, 
éxterpintat te mpoppiCos ex Sadp7ys ”. 
Now the Tragedians are the only Attic writers in whom 
a similar usage is discovered— 
Zets o 6 yevvyntwp eyos 
mpoppicov extpierey ovTdcas Tupt. 
Eur. Hipp. 683. 
KaTevxouat d& Tov SedpaxdT, €iTe Tis 
els Gv EANOEev Eire TAELOVeY péTa, 
KaKoOV Kax@s viv Gopoy extptwat Biov. 
Soph. O. R. 246. 
Further on (O. R. 428) Teiresias ends his outburst of 
indignation at the charges of Oedipus in words that were 
too surely fulfilled— 


x ~ . 7 / \ 3 \ , 
mpos Tatra kat Kpeovta Kat Tovpoy oTopa 

/ > X > x > 

ampomnAakile. cod yap ovK éoTiw BpoTev 


/ a 3 / / 
KaKLOY OoTLs ExTpLBNoETal TOTE. 


An aspect of the inquiry which has occasionally presented 
itself in considering other points, itself merits some atten- 
tion. Words which, on the testimony of Tragedy, must 
have been used in old Attic, and which were never super- 
seded in Ionic proper, were in the matured dialect of Attica 
replaced by other terms. These new words were either 
from the same root as the primitive ones, or of an origin 
altogether distinct. Of substantives of the former class 
adztpa is a marked example. Herodotus never uses zazpls, 
but adzpyn occurs in 6. 126, évOaira “EAAjverv boo odicr TE 
aitoict foav cal watpn eLoyxwpévor, epolreor prnotipes, of 
the suitors for the hand of Aganiste, which Hippoclides 


Cp. Soph. El. 1009, tavwAé@pous.... Huas T dd€@au. 
Cp. 4. 120, Thy woinv éx THs ys ExrpiBeww. 


1 
2 
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was to win and humorously lose. In Tragedy it is found 
repeatedly, but in Attic prose not once, and the instances 
in Comedy are conclusive evidence that the word was 
considered merely a literary survival on the one hand, 
or an Ionicism on the other. Thus, Ar. Thesm. 136, 
Ran. 1163, and 1427, are all parodies of Tragedy, while in 
Ach. 147 there is a ludicrous point in the boy who has 
just been initiated at the great Ionic’ festival of the 
’"Anarovpia, and gorged with the sausages that symbolised 
Athenian citizenship, addressing his father in Ionic heroics, 
and calling upon him Bondeiy rh marpaq?. 

Other instances are aiyumids® for yi, yrdua* for yrdpiopa, 
yévos® for your, dpdynua® for dpdpos, eiua™ for &rOns, CebyAn * 
for @yov, Gworijp® for Cévn, immdrns ° for trmeds, xAdy" for 


! Biol dt mavres “Iwves, boot an’ ’AOnvéwy yeyovact kat’ Anarovpia dyovat opTqy. 
dyouc. 5& raves TAI 'Epeciny kat Kodopaviwy’ otro. yap povvor Idvav ov« 
dyouo. Anarovpia xre., Hdt. 1. 147. 

2 The old term also supplied the poets of later comedy with material for a 
wretched pun, as Alexis quoted by Athenaeus, 3. 100. c.— 

imtp watpas pey was drobvjckev Oéde, 

imtp 5€ phtpas KadArédwy 6 KapaBos 

EpOnS tows mpoceir av GhAws amobavety. 
There is a similar pun on the words pyrpémodts, marpémods, wyTpa, Mytpas, and 
éupnrpos, in a fragment of Antiphanes, also preserved by Athenaeus in the same 
passage, 1oo. d. 

* Hdt. 3. 76; Aesch. Ag. 49; Soph. Aj. 169. It is probably this fact that 
is referred to in Suidas, atyumov’ otrws of madaioi, GAN’ od yuna, and Bekk. An, 
354. 28, for Arist. Av. 1181 is conclusive proof that yw was the Attic term. 

* Hat. 7. 52, rav éxopev yr@pa péyorov, and Soph. Trach. 593, 008 Exois dv 
Opa pr Tepwpyevn. 

5 In the sense of proles, suboles, Hdt. 1. 108, 109; 3. 66; 5.92, etc.; Trag. 
frequently. 

6 Hdt. 8.98; Aesch. Pers. 247; Eur. Tro. 688, et al. 

7 Hdt.1. 10; 2. 155, et freq.; Hippocrates, de Morb. mul. 2. 640, 16 ; Aesch. 
Agam, 1383, Cho. 81; Soph. Aj. 1145, O. R. 1268, Fr. 451; Eur. Hec. 342, 1. A. 
73, Hel. 1574. 

* Hdt. 1.31; Aesch. P. V. 463; Eur. Med. 479, Hel. 1536. 

9 Hdt. 1. 215; 4. 9,10; 9. 74; Soph. Aj. 1030; Eur. Heracl. 217 (see 
supra p. 12.) 

10 Substantive, Hdt. 9. 49, 69; Soph. O. C. 59; (Xen, Cyr. 1. 4. 18; 8. 
8. 20.) 

M Hdt. 1. 41; 2.150; 6.16; Eur. Alc. 766, Cycl. 223, Hel. 553, Rhes. 
709; (Xen Cyr. 2. 4. 23; An. 4. 6.17). 

C2 
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KAémTys, vavtiios! for vadryns, Spispa? for dpos, bpiov, dppvdn * 
for ddpvs, dxos* for dxnpa, mapyts® for maperd, mopOyds © for 
xépos, peiOpov™ for pedya, paris® for pijun, povat® for ovos, 
dpros !° for dopriov, xdAos ™ for xoAy. 

The instances of adjectives of an older formation which 
have given place to those of a newer from the same stem 
are not so numerous, but there are still some marked 
examples, such as Gyuwpos™ for dueutros, Bidoysos ? for Biw- 
rds, and conversely edédpBrnros 4 for ebovpBodos, veoxpds ” 
for véos, 7érpivos !® for wetpodns, and xépoos™ for Enpds. A 


1 Hadt. 2. 43; Aesch. P. V. 468, Agam. 899, 1234, Cho. 202 ; Soph. Aj. 1146, 
Trach. 537; Eur. Hec. 1273, et al. In Arist. Ran. 1207, it is from Euripides. 
vavridAopat, which occurs in Hdt. 1. 163; 2. 5,178; 3. 6; and in Soph. Ant. 
717; Eur. fr. 791, is only found once in Attic Prose, Plat. Rep. 551 C. 

2 Hdt. 2.17; 4. 45; Eur. Hec. 16, Hipp. 1459, Andr. 969, I. A. 952, 
Rhes. 437. 

3 Hdt. 4. 181, 182, 185 ; Eur. Heracl. 394. 

* Hdt. 8.124; Aesch. P. V. 710, Agam. 1070, Eum. 405; Soph. O. R. 
808, El. 708, 727; Eur. frequently. 

5 Hdt. 2.121; Aesch. Sept. 534; Eur. Hec. 274, et al. 

6 Hdt. 8. 76; Aesch. Pers. 722, 799, Agam- 307; Eur. Hel. 127, 532, 
Cycl. 108 (see p. 12, note 3). 

7 Hdt. 1. 75, 186, 191, and freq.; Aesch. P. V. 790, Pers. 497; Soph. Ant. 
712; Eur. El. 794. In Aesch. Pers. 497 even the uncontracted Ionic form 
péeOpov is retained. Antiphanes (quoted by Athenaeus 1. 22, f.) uses petOpor, 
but in a parody of Soph. Ant. quoted. 

8 Hdt. 1. 60, 122; 7. 189 y; 8. 94; 9. 84. Very frequently in all three 
tragedians. 

° Hadt. g. 76; Soph. Ant. 696, 1003, 1314; Eur. Hel. 154. 

10 Hdt. 1.1; Soph. Tr. 537. In Eur. I. T. 1306, Supp. 20=‘ burden.’ In the 
sense of wretched stuff, chaff, the word is good Attic, Ar. Pax 748, Plut. 796. 
Cp. poprikés. 

1 Hdt. 1. 118; 6.119; 8.27; Aesch. P. V. 29, 199, 370, 376; Soph. Aj. 41, 
744, Trach. 269, Phil. 328. 

12 Hdt. 2.177; Aesch. Pers. 135. 

13 Hdt. 1. 45; 3. 109; Soph. Ant. 566; Eur. Heracl. 606. 

14 Hat. 7. 57, edfvp. Tépas, easy to divine; Aesch. P. V. 775, Hd ovKer evfdp- 
BAnrtos } xpnocpwoia. 

145 Hadt. 9. 99, 104; Hippocr. 651, 36 ; 598, 12 ; Aesch. Pers. 693 ; Soph. Phil. 
Fail # Bitte Nigel 1162, et al. Like many others of this class of words, it occurs 
in the Chorus in Aristophanes and other Comic writers, as Thesm. 701, Ran. 
1372; Cratinus Fr. Com. 2. 1o1. 

16 Hdt. 2.8; Eur. I. T. 290, et al. 

17 Hadt. 2.99; 4.123; Aesch. Agam. 558, Eum. 240, Supp. 178; Soph. Ant. 
251, O. R. 1502; Eur. El. 325, etc. 
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class by itself consists of forms used adjectively, which in 
Attic were only substantival, as ‘EAAds! for “EAAnviKi, 
"Tuas? for “IAcaxn, tmmorns*® for tamxés, and Ilepois* for 
Tlepouxyj. In the case of miovvos® an adjective is used where 
an Attic writer would prefer a participle, moredwv. Of 
verbs which became modified in Attic some have been 
already considered, but to these may be added drtidGw ® 
to amavtaé, TAdCowar™ to TAavGuat, and mrécows to TTHoTe. 


Adverbs are more numerous, such as dyxod®, dyxicra", 
1 


avexabev , dpxndev *, peradOrs °, rayxv'*, wep, canvas". 
Why these words and others like them were modified as 
the Attic dialect developed its more distinctive features 
it would be useless to discuss. The fact of their modifi- 
cation exists, and may be theorised upon by those who 
have the mind. But the field is a dangerous one to tread, 
and justifies the caution of the old proverb, i70 zavti AlO@ 
cxoptiov pvddcoeo. But if it is difficult to give a reason 
for mere alterations in the forms of words, in what way are 


* Hdt. 4. 78; 6. 98; Aesch. Supp. 243, Pers. 186, 809 ; Soph. Phil. 223 ; Eur. 
etepi 7s, et al: 

2 Hdt. 7. 43; Eur. repeatedly. 

* Hdt. 4. 136; Soph. O. C. 899; Eur. Supp. 660. 

* Hdt. 6. 29; Aesch. Pers. repeatedly. 

® Hd. x. 66, 73,92; 2.141; 7. 10,85; 9. 143; Eur. Or. 905, Supp. rat. 
It is found, however, once in Attic prose, Thuc. 5. 14, Tots ew micuvot. 

6 Hdt. 1. 166; 4.8; 9.6; Aesch., Soph., Eur. 

7 Hdt. 2.116; Eur. Or. 56, Rhes. 283, H.F. 1188. 

® Hat. 9. 48; Eur. Bacch. 223. 

® In Att. éyyvs, Hdt. 1. 190; 3. 78, 85, 111; 6. 77; Soph. Frag. 69 (D). 

1 Hat. 1. 134; 4. 81; 5.79; Aesch. Supp. 1036. In Hdt. 2. 143, it is used 
of time, 6 dyx.oTa drofaywy, a sense which is also found in Antiphon, 115. 25, 
a signification also attaching to the Attic éyyv7ara. For Antiphon see p. 30, 
and note 2. 

1 Attic dvw0ev: Hdt. 4.57; Aesch. Cho. 427, Eum. 369. 

4 Attic € dpx7js. See infra, Phrynich. Art. 73. 

% Attic at@is: Hdt. 1.62; Aesch. Eum. 478. 

™ Attic mavu: Hat. 4. 135, etc.; Aesch. Theb. 641. It is found in Ar. Ran. 
1531, but in hexameters. 

% Attic xainmep: Hat. 3. 131; Aesch. Agam. 1084, 1203, Sept. 1038, Cho. 
570; Soph. Phil. 1068; Eur. Alc, 2. 

6 Attic caps: Hdt. 1. 140; 3.122; 6.82. Herodotus has not the adj. 
gapnvys, but it is found in Aesch, Pers. 634 (chor.), and Soph. Trach. 892 (chor.). 
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we to explain the replacement of one term by another 
etymologically far removed from it? Yet such substitution 
can be demonstrated beyond debate, and with a precision 
which in such subjects is rarely attainable. Take for ex- 
ample the compound dy¢izodos, which is found constantly 
in Homer in the sense of handmaiden. There is no trace 
of it in Attic prose or Comedy, though it survived in Ionic, 
and is again and again encountered in Tragedy!; depdraiva 
had driven it from the field. Now Oepdzawa was quite 
a recent formation from the old masculine word Oepdzav, 
which, though met with as early as dydimodos, had never- 
theless not only managed to keep its ground, but driven 
out a fellow of its own, namely, dzawv?. Like dpudéimodos, 
however, ézdwv enjoyed all its old vitality in Ionic, and its 
ostracism from Attic was compensated by the dignified 
retirement of Tragedy. 

The large mantle which for centuries formed the outer 
covering of Greeks, and admitted of so many gracefnl 
adjustments, was in the Homeric age designated as gipos, 
but in Attic invariably ivdriov. Herodotus and the Trage- 
dians, however, employ ¢apos *, and ignore iyudriov* alto- 
gether. True, @apos is read in a passage of the Comic 
poet Philetaerus quoted by Athenaeus (1. 21, c.), dul 
oTepvois papos ov Kabyoets, Tadav, pnd aypolkws dvyw yédvaros 
appéet, but Cobet is right in regarding the initial words as 
mutilated and corrupt, though perhaps Naber’s conjecture 


* Hdt. 2. 1315 5. 92; 9. 76; Eur. Supp. 1115, 1. T. rang, Adeipguor 
1417. It occurs twice in Aristophanes, Ran. 1337 (chorus), and in a fragment 
(Fr. Com. 2. 947) in a pseudo-oracle. 

* Hat. 5.111; 9. 50; Aesch. Supp. 492, 954, Cho. 769; Soph. O. C. 1103, 
Ant. 1108; Eur. Tro. 880, El. 1135. 

* Hdt. 2.122; 9. 109; Aesch. Cho. 11, 1011; Soph. Trach. 916, Fr. 332, 
272, 343; Eur. Supp. 286. 

* ivariov occurs in Herodotus thrice, 1. 9; 2. 47; and 4. 23, but in the two 
first cases in the plural as equivalent to clothes (Att. éc6%s), and in the last in 
the singular for rag or cloth. Nauck justly rejects the only case of the word’s 
occurrence in Tragedy, viz. in a so-called fragment of the Colchides of Sophocles, 
Fr. Trag. Soph. 317. 
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of opupois does not offer the best means of emending the 
passage. 

To take another instance, dyyos, a vessel, was in Ionic 
a word of very general import, and almost as familiar to 
the surgery as to the pantry*. Now in all senses but the 
medical * its place was in Attic usurped by ddpia, although 
ayyos remained in Tragedy*. In Aristophanes ddpfa has 
not only its original sense of waterpot or pitcher (Eccl. 678, 
738, Vesp. 926), but also those of a winepot (Fr. 183), pot 
of money (Av. 602), and cinerary urn (Av. 601). Menander 
and Antiphanes each wrote a play called ‘Ydpfa, probably in 
the sense of Money-bags, and the term was the recognised 
designation of the balloting urn® in the Law Courts. Of 
these meanings, of the very word itself there is not a trace 
in any dialect but Attic. It is a growth peculiarly Attic, 
and dating from a time posterior to that in which the 
Tragic dialect became fixed. There could not be a more 
striking instance of the vigour, thoroughness, and rapidity, 
with which the people of Attica recast their old language, 
and replaced worn and stiff terms by crisp and flexible 
innovations. 


1 Cobet arranges the words as cretics— 
ov Kabjoes, Taday, 
pnd aypoikws avw Tod ydvatos ayduet. 
Naber, with doubts about the metre, accepts Cobet’s second line, and thus 
supplements the first— 
dui wept Tots opupois ov Kabnces, Tadav. 

? In Od. 16. 13, for wine; Od. 2. 289, for general goods ; Od. 9. 222, of house- 
hold vessels; Il. 16. 643, for milk; Hdt. 1. 113=a cinerary urn; 5. 12, a 
water jar; in Hippocrates freq. of the vessels of the body. 

8 dyyos itself does not happen to occur with this signification in Attic prose 
or comedy, but that it was so used may be inferred from xevayyia, fast, being 
employed by the comic poet Plato. For most purposes ~Aéy would be 
preferred. 

* El. 1118, 1205, acinerary urn; Eur. I. T. 953, a wine flagon; Ion 32, 1337, 
1398, 1412, a cradle (dvrinnf); El. 55, a water jar. 

® Isocr. Trapez. 365 C: ris ob« ofdev ipay népvow dvoitayra rds bdpias 
kal rovs Kpirds efeAdvra Tos ind THs BovaAts eiaBAnOevras ; .... Tadras bravol-yev 
érédunoev at ceonpacpéva piv foav ind Tov mpyTdveor, KaTeappayopevat 5 
bnd tev xopryav, Epuvddrrovro 8 imd Trav rayiav kre. Cp. Xen. Hell. 1. 7, 6. 
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A word even more instructive is dpyva. That it was once 
in use in Attica is proved beyond question by its deriva- 
tives dpyedv and dpyid(m. The latter term is good classical 
Attic occurring repeatedly in Plato’, and the former form, 
becoming attached to an official ? position, was retained in 
that connection till long after it was superseded for ordi- 
nary purposes by tepe’s. According to Suidas, dpyedves 
were those of cvAAdyovs exovtes TEpi Tivas Tpwas 7) Oeods ®, 
and in that sense occurs four times in the speech of Isaeus 
concerning the inheritance of Menekles (2. 14, 16, 17, 45). 
Another of his speeches was addressed zpos ’Opyeévas, and 
Harpocration quotes the word from Lysias. It is another 
instance of crystallisation not dissimilar to dxrn and Gwornp, 
and, like both these terms, survived in its original sense in 
the literary trustee of the Attic of the sixth and preceding 
century—the Tragic dialect. In a fragment of the Mysi* 
of Aeschylus it is used as tepevs— 


mota.ov Kaixov xaipe mp@tos dpyeor, 


3 Lal X , / /, 
EUXats d€ Tae Cos deamdTas TaLlwvials. 


But dpy.a itself was uncompromisingly disfranchised, and 
but for Ionic ®, Tragedy, and the Chorus of Comedy would 
have disappeared altogether; so assiduously do Attic 
writers substitute pvorjpia or teAerol for the older word. 


? Plat. Legg. 10. gio, Tov iepd dpysagovra: Id. Phaedr. 250 C, rederiy wp- 
yiaouev ; cp. 252 D, Legg. 4. 717 B twice; Isocr. Anop. 145 C, «al mpwrov 
Hey Ta TeEpi TOds Beods oH dvwpadrws Od aTaKTws OUT’ EDepamevoY ovr’ dpyiacov. 

* Another survival from a similar cause is the spelling ¢vuBddAeoOae for 
ouphaddeoGa, in the phrase yywyny EvpBadrdrcoOa ris BovAgs eis Tov Shpov, of 
communicating a probouleuma of the Senate to the Ecclesia, Up to about 
416 B.c. fvy is invariably used in Inscriptions, but within ten years from that 
date its place is usurped, inall cases except the phrase in question, which occurs 
very frequently, but hardly ever with o. 

* So Pollux, 8. 107, dpye@ves’ of Kata Sypous év raxrais Hyépas OvovTes 
Oucias TiWds. 

* Phot. Lexic. p. 344, 19; Suidas, s. v. dpye@ves ; Harpocr. s. v. épyeavas 
(p. 344. 7) is wrong in considering this use an instance of poetical substitution 
of the particular for the general. 

* Hdt. 2. 51; 5.61; Soph. Trach. 765; Eur. Bac. freq., H. F. 613. 
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~The only instance of dpyia in the senarii of Comedy is 
curiously significant. The lines’ are either paratragedic, 
or quoted directly from Tragedy, as the lengthening of the 
v in Kézpov and the occurrence of pedéovca distinctly prove. — 
Other substantives similarly eclipsed in Attic are very 
numerous, such as dAxj? by Bojdea, dpdis® by axis, derpr) 
or depi* by rpdxndos, S6ua° by otkos or oixia, Kotomrns° 
by xardoxomos, kiddos? by dd€a or eddogia, Aitai* by 
ebxat, GABos® by evdaoria, dy0os'? by the neuter of 
dxpos or tyndds, sown by dlxn, onodds” by kovs, 


1 Ar. Lys. 831— 

“Avip avdp dp@ mpociovra mapamemAnypEvor, 
Tois THS “Adpoditns opytos eiAnppévov. 

@ motvia Kimpov kai Kvénpav kai TMapouv 
pedéouc. i dpOiy Hvmep epxer tiv oddv. 

2 Hdt. 3. 110; 4.125; Aesch. Sept. 76, et freq.; Soph. O. C. 459, 1524; 
Eur. freq. It occurs occasionally also in the early prose of Thucydides, as 2. 
34. Its other signification of strength had disappeared still sooner, being re- 
placed by fun, but in the derivatives GAiwos and dvaAms lingered on. For 
GAkipos see p. 50. dvadms is equally un-Attic: Hdt. 2. 103; Aesch. Agam. 
1224, P. V. 870; Soph. El. 301 ; (Xen. Cyr. 7. 5. 62; 8. 1 45.) The dis- 
cussion of Xenophon’s style is reserved. 

3 Hdt. 4. 81; Aesch. P. V. 880. 

* Hdt. 1.51; Aesch. Agam. 329, 875, Eum. 592; Eur. Hec. 154; (Xen. 
pra sea sb. 1. 7.) 

5 Hdt. 2. 62. In Tragedy with extraordinary frequency. The many passages 
in which it is found in Comedy are all burlesques of the tragic dialect, as Ach. 
479, 1072, Thesm., 871. 

® Hit. 3. 17, 21; Aesch. Sept. 41, 369; Eur. Rhes. 632. 

7 Hdt. 7.8; Aesch. Pers. 455. 

® Hdt. 1. 105, 116; 6. 69; in all three tragedians repeatedly. Atcoopar 
occurs in Hdt. 1. 24, and frequently in Tragedy. It is also found in Plato, Rep. 
366 A, in a poetical passage, and in Arist. Pax 382 for comic effect. 

9 Hdt. 1. 86, and frequently in Tragedy. Cp. dvdAB.os, Hat. 1. 32, thrice; 
Eur. Antig. Fr. 175; and avoAfos is very common in Tragedy. (Xen. Cyr. 1. 5. 
95 4. 2. 44.) 

10 Hidt. 4. 203; 8.52; 9. 25, 56, 59; Aesch. Pers. 467, Cho. 4; Eur. Supp. 
655; (Xen. Hipparch, 6.5; 8. 3; Re. Eq. 3. 7.) In Aristophanes it is met 
with in Thesm. 1105, and Ran. 1172, but the latter is from Aesch. Cho. 4, as 
the former is from Euripides. 

m Hidt. 2. 134; 7.134; Aesch. P. V. 112, 223, 620, et al.; Soph. El. 564; 
Eur. Tro. 360, et al.; (Xen. Cyr. 6. 1. 11; Antiphon, 120, 25, see p. 30.) 
Compare dnrowa, compensation for injury done, Hdt. 9. 120; Aesch. Pers, 808, 
Agam. 1420; Eur. Alc. 7, Bacch. 516. 

” Hat. 2.100, 140; 4. 35, 172; Aesch. Agam, 820, Cho. 687; Soph. O. R. 
21, Ant, 1007, El, 758, 1122, 1198. 
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tepua’ by tedevty, and dopByn*? by tpody or oitos. With 
reference to zowy and its fellow admowa, it is worthy of 
remark that their survival as legal technical terms supplies 
another argument as to the constitution of old Attic of 
a similar kind to those suggested by axry and dpyedv. Its 
legal status made dzowva as durable as if it had been rooted 
to the soil like dxr7, or like (worjp founded on a rock. 
In explaining a law of Solon *, Demosthenes (630. 28) has 
the words 76 6€, und azowar, py xpjpata mpdatrecOau' Ta yap 
dmowa xpipata @vopwacoy of madaoi, and dmowa is with this 
legal sense used in two passages of Plato *. 

Of superseded adjectives, aivds*, AaBpds ®, tm€poxos’, 
atpexns®, mpovovs *®, and deAmros 1, will serve as specimens. 
Their Attic equivalents were deivds, opodpds, Taxds, axpiBns, 
mpownOns, and ampooddxntos. The negatives, dva7os™ and 
apboyyos *, were used in Ionic and Tragedy in the sense 
of we¢és and ovyéy respectively. 

Of adverbs which were rejected in mature Attic none 


' Hat. 2.8; 4.525; 3.97; and frequently in all three tragedians ; (Xen. Cyr. 
Sas 5G Kepausac.Osnk=) 

2 Hdt. 1. 202, 2105 4. 122; 7. 50, 107, 119; Soph Ant 7755 eajunious. 
Phil. 43. 

3 The law he quotes in 629. 22, rovs & dvdpopdvous efetvar amoxreive ev 
Th Hpedamy Kai amayew AvpaivecOa 5 wn, pnd dmowav. Cp. Suid. s. Gramm. 
Bekk. p. 428, 9, “Amrowa, Avtpa & bidwoi Tis twep povov 7 cwpaTos’ OvTw 
SdAwy év vopots. 

* Legg. g. 862 C, 70 dmoivois éftAacbév: Rep. 3. 393 E, defapevous arowa. 

5 Hat. 4. 31, 61. 76; Soph. Aj. 706; Aesch. Pers. 930. 

© Hdt. 4. 50; 8.12; Soph. Aj. 1147; Eur. I. BD. 13935e@yeledoogeericeks 
253, Or. 697. 

7 Hdt. 5. 92; Soph. Trach. 1096. 

& Hdt. 3. 98, etc.; Eur. Hipp. 261, 1115. 

® Hdt. 3. 36; Soph. Aj. 119. 

© Hdt. 1. 111: Aesch. Supp. 342, and freq.; Soph. O. C. 1120, Trach. 203 ; 
Eur. freq. 

11 Hat. 1. 215, immérat eiot kat dvimmor: Soph. O. C. 899, Aewy avimmov inméd- 
Tv te. Cp. Hdt. 2. 108, A’yumros éovca medids maca dvimmos kal dvapatevtos 
eyoveE. 

12 Hdt.1.116; Aesch. Pers. 206; Soph. Aj. 314; Eur. Or. 956, Tro. 690, etc. 
It occurs in Plato, but only in the technical sense of consonant as opposed to 
vowel. 
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were subjected to so great a reverse of fortune as kapra, 
the history of which has already occupied our attention. 
It was not, however, an isolated case. “EvepOe is one 
member of a family of words never once met with either 
in Attic Prose or Comedy, their place having been taken 
by others. As an adverb évepe gave place to xdrw, and 
as a preposition to imd, while of €vepor and of évéprepor or 
veptepo. were replaced by of karw or ot vexpoi. In Hero- 
dotus évepJe governs the genitive in the sense of kdrw in 
phrases like way 76 évepOe ray dpptwy', and in Sophocles it 
is actually transferred to moral subjection when Philoctetes 
addresses Neoptolemus in the words— 
Os TOV e€uav 
exOpav ye evepev ovr avéaotnoas Tépa. 

But in true Attic there is not a trace of évepOe, vepbe, évép- 
repos, veptepos, or evepor. Accordingly, when Naber would 
alter vewrépwv to éveprépwy in the lines of Aristophon— 


ecdiovar b€ 
Adxava te kal mlvovow én tovros Bdwp* 
pOcipas 6 Kal TpiBwva tiv 7 ddovotav 


> \ * ig / na fd 
ovdels Uv VTOMELVELE TOV VEWTEPHV— 


his ingenuity may be admired, but it has introduced into 
Comic Verse a word utterly uncongenial to its style. The 
lines are preserved by Diogenes Laertius (8. 38), and, from a 
longer fragment which precedes, it is clear that they form 
part of an account of the world below given by one who 
was fortunate enough to be only a sojourner there. He 
describes the squalor of the Pythagorean shades as pecu- 
liarly grateful to Pluto, and speaks. of, them and _ their 
fellows as of xdtw or of vexpo(—both genuine Attic ex- 
pressions. But to take évéprepo. from its fit home in 


1 Hdt. 4. 65; 2.13 bis. So Aesch. P. V. 500, Pers. 228, Cho. 125, Eum. 
1023; Soph. Phil. 666; Eur. Phoen. 505, Tro. 459, H. F. 263. It is also 
very frequent in all three tragedians = of xarw. 
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Tragedy and from associates like Bédos in the Aeschylean 
trimeter (Cho. 286)— 

TO yap oKorewwov TOY eveptépwv BEAos— 
and place it among the moderns in Comedy is one of those 
errors almost inseparable from critical inquiry, but which 
the present work is to some extent intended to minimise. 

Of Attic writers Thucydides alone uses €kas, and that 
only coupled with the negative, as odx éxas, in two passages’. 
The word occurs in Ionic and Tragedy as the equivalent of 
the Attic aéppw”. This is one out of several examples 
which tend to prove that Attic prose as written by Thucy- 
dides was not yet matured. 

It was from a different cause that Xenophon’s use of 
words uncongenial to Attic arose, and in the adverbial use 
of the neuter adjective wéya* he supplies another instance 
of the injury which his sojourn abroad did to the purity of 
his style. 

The use of jos * for jvika, and of dare? for da7ep, Gre, os, 
merits a passing notice, as does also the employment of 
néhas © with a genitive in the sense of the Attic éyyis. The 
word is common enough in Prose and Comedy in the mean- 
ing of wAjovov, but on no occasion does it govern the geni- 
tive case or stand alone without the definite article to give 
it an adjectival force. 

But as wéAas had in the development of Attic been to 
a great extent superseded by zArjovor, so its congener 

1 Thue. I. 69, 80. 

2 xas: Hdt. 8. 144, ovx Exas xpdvov mapectar: Aesch. Agam. 292, 1650; 
Soph. Phil. 41, O. C. 1668; Eur. Heracl. 673, H. F. 198, El. 246; éxaorépo, 
Hidt..2: 169); 3.89; ete.;, Eur. H. He 1047: 

8 Xen. Cyr. 3. 2. 4, weya ovppaxov: 5.1. 28, pey’ evdaipovas: Hat. 1. 32, 
péya mAovoros: Aesch. P. V. 647, péy’ evdaiuwv: Eur. Hec. 493, Or. 1328. 


The case is different with verbs, as péya péper, which is good Attic, Plat. Rep. 


449 D. 
* Hdt. 4. 28; Hippocr. 85 E, 599. 40; Soph. Trach. 155, 531, O. R. 1134. 
5 Hadt. 5. 19, 83; 1. 8, 6, 94, etc.; Aesch. P. V. 452, Sept. 62, etc.; Soph. 
Ant. 1033, etc.; Eur. freq. 
® Hadt. 8. 39,138; Aesch. Pers. 684, and very frequent in all three tragedians. 
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meAa@w' had altogether given way to mAno.dGm. For, though 
quoted from Plato, Symp. 413 B, it there occurs in a pro- 
verb again referred to in Rep. 371, 6 yap wadatos Adyos «d 
EXEL, @S Guoroy Omolw del TeAACeL. 

The two verbs pyviw* and yxododpar® sank their differ- 


4 


ences in the Attic @vyoduar—as dalvupr* and dowd were 


combined in éo716. The same law of parsimony is ob- 
served persistently at work in rejecting useless synonyms 
throughout the whole period during which the Athenians 
were new-modelling their language. The verb cefw drove 
out 076° and zwdA\w", while of the pairs @pécKw*% and 
md@, Tatéouar® and yevouat, Oay8G' and davpdo, avddve | 
and dpécka, av06 * and A€ya, orefyw * and Epxopat, dvwya™ 
and xedevw, épdw! and 7016, OeomiGo © and pavtevoua, the 


1 Hdt. 2. 19; 4.181; 9.74; Aesch. P. V. 712, 807, Supp. 300; Soph. O. C. 
1107; Eur Hec. 1289, Phoen. 279, Med. 91, etc.; (Xenophon, Cyr.-t. 4. 7, 
20, etc.). 

+ Hdt. 5. 84; 7. 229; 9.73 Aesch. Eum. 101; Soph. O. C. 965, 1274, Ant. 
1177, Trach. 274, El. 570. Cp. dunuros, Hdt. 9.94; Aesch. Agam. 64) ; 
Supp. 975. 

$ Hdt. 7. 31; Soph. Ant. 1235, Phil. 374; Eur. Alc. 5, Tro. 730. 

seiidteaeero2; Aesch. Enum. 305; Eur. Or. 15; cp: I. A. 7o7. Mid. 
Hidteet- 210592. 100; 3. 18; Soph. Trach. 771, 1088, etc.; Eur. Tro. 770; 
Cycl. 326. 

* Hdt. 1. 129; Eur. Ion 982, Alc. 549, Cycl. 248, 373, 550, El. 836. 

® Hdt. 4 2; 7.1; Aesch Fr., S5ovovca rat rpémovoa Tipp’ avw Karo. 

i Hdtet. 14%; 3. 128; 7. 140;.8. 120; Aesch. Cho. 524; Soph. El: 710) 
Ant 396; Eur. freq. 

® inepOpwonw, Hdt. 2.66; 3.134; Aesch. Ag. 297, 827; Eur. Hec. 823. 

® Hdt. 1. 73; 2. 37, 47, 66, 187; Aesch. Agam. 1408; Soph. Ant. 203. In 
Arist. Pax 1092, it occurs in a comic adaptation from Homer. 

10 Hdt. 1. 113 y; Soph. Ant. 1246; Eur. I. A. 1561. 

41 Aidt. 1. 153; 2. 25; 8. 29, etc.; Soph. Ant. @9, 504; Eur. freq. 

4 Hdt, 2. 57, etc.; Aesch., Soph., Eur. 

* Hdt. 1. 9; 3. 76; 9. 11. Very frequent in all three tragedians. So 
drooreixw = dnépyopat, in Hdt. 9. 56; Aesch. Supp. 769; Soph. El. 799, 
Trach. 693. 

is Hidt..3. 81; 7. 104, etc.; Aesch. P. V. 947; Soph. Trach. 1247; Eur. Or. 
11g, et al. 

% Hdt. 1. 119, 131, 137; 2.121; 7. 83, etc.; Aesch. Agam. 933, 1649, and 
freq.; Soph. Trach. 935, and freq. 

16 Hdt. 1. 47, 48; 4.61, 67, 155; 8. 135; Aesch. Agam. 1210, 1213; Soph. 
O. C. 388, 1428, 1516, Ant. 1054, 1091, Phil. 610, El. 1425; Eur. Andr, 1161, 
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latter alone survived in each. The same law is exemplified 
in the disappearance from Attic of the weak aorist of 
Baivw. That tense, with its causal signification, is familiar 
to every student of Ionic! and the Tragic poets, but it is 
not encountered in any Attic writer of higher authority 
than Xenophon. A synonym to B.8a¢m was regarded as 
unnecessary. But marked as this law of parsimony is in 
Attic, it is occasionally violated, sometimes accidentally, 
sometimes from malice prepense, by acknowledged masters of 
Attic diction. Antiphon’s style is not so far removed from 
suspicion that domaipw* can be regarded as a case in point. 
Like Thucydides, he wrote at a period when Attic had 
not reached its full strength, and now and again lapsed 
into old faults; but in the vigorous rhetoric of his junior, 
Andocides, it is strange to meet with a term like éwavpéoOar *. 
Yet the word occurs in the beginning of his speech 
on his Recall (20. 2), caf por peyiotov Oadpa mapéornke ti 
TOTE ovTOL of dvdpes Ses otTw TEpLKdovTaL Et TL Has xpi) aya- 
Oov éuot émavpéoa, and ought to be carefully marked. 
It is a distinct instance of an old word quite uncalled for, 
and stands on a very different footing from the Ionic and 
old-Attic apioreds *, which is appropriately used in speaking 
of the siege of Troy in a funeral oration ascribed, though 
perhaps erroneously, to Demosthenes (1392. 4), rocodrw yap 
dpelvovs Tav emt Tpolay otparevoapévwv vopuicowr av eikdtws, 
o € x p) c / c ! y b) cal Lee ae 2 

Scov ot pev e€ amdons “EAAdOos dvtes dpioteis béK ern Tis 
"Actas vy xwptov modopkodvres modts etAov kre. In ordinary 
Phoen. 1598, etc. Oéomopa, for the Attic pavretoy, is found Hdt. 1. 29; Aesch. 
Frag. 81; Soph. O. R. 971; Eur. freq. 

* In a causal sense are used éuBjou in Hat. 1. 46; Eur. Cycl. 467, Heracl. 
845: avaBjoa, in Hdt. 1. 80: dmoBjoa, in 5. 63, etc.: éxBAoa, in Eur. Hel. 
161 ; eioBHoa, Alc. 1055, Bacch 466. 

? Antipho, 119, 39, dwpi THs vuKTos VeKpols donaipovar ovyrvxwy; Hat. 1. 111; 
g. 120; Aesch. Pers. 976; Eur. I. A. 1157, El. 843. 

’ Hdt. 7.180; Hippocr. de Morb. 4. 498, 29, 32; 502.53 503. 253 504. 22, 
25, 473 “esch. BP. V. 28; Bur. 1. 2. 529, Hel. 469. 


* Hdt. 6.81; Aesch. Pers. 306; Soph. Aj. 1304; Eur. I. A. 28, Phoen, 1226, 
1245, Rhes. 479, Ion 416. 
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circumstances the use of such a word would form a strong 
argument against the genuineness of the work, but as it is, 
dpuotevs is here natural and effective. 

It has been a difficult task to conduct this inquiry with 
the sobriety which such questions demand. There is no 
limit to the extraordinary results which might have been 
obtained by allowing the imagination to run riot over the 
whole field of Greek life in the period under consideration. 
But the results would, for all practical purposes, have been 
valueless. The habit of generalising without a basis of 
facts, and of theorising on vague impressions, affords agree- 
able occupation to one who has acquired it, but brings 
little instruction to others. The study of Greek has 
suffered severely from a want of that definiteness which 
was at one time the peculiar honour of English scholarship, 
and it is the aim of this work to help, in its modest way, 
towards a rigidly scientific study of the phenomena of the 
Greek language. 


THE” LESSONS OF -COMEDae 


THE position taken up in the preceding pages regarding 
the diction of Tragedy receives singularly striking con- 
firmation from an enlightened study of the eleven complete 
plays of Aristophanes and the Fragments of that master 
and the other writers of Comedy who preceded or followed 
him. The language of Comedy is the language of every- 
day life, but in the case of the Attic stage this fact has 
a significance of its own. No citizen of Athens is ever 
represented as abusing his mother tongue in the way that 
Dogberry or Dame Quickly abuses the King’s English. 
Even the slaves of Athenian households have excellent 
Attic put into their mouths. But a stranger, if introduced 
on the stage, is always represented as talking the language 
or dialect of the people to which he belongs, or, like Parson 
Evans, as modifying Attic by retaining the vocal pecu- 
liarities of his countrymen. Such treatment always adds 
colour to the Comedian’s work, and beyond question Aris- 
tophanes would not have spared his contemporaries if, as 
usually spoken, their language had contained vulgarisms 
either in vocabulary or pronunciation. The same concen- 
tration which brought about so extraordinarily rapid a 
development of the Attic dialect, as has been already in- 
dicated, was also the occasion of its being used with pro- 
priety. It was not the speech of a numerous, widely- 
extended, variously educated people with a vast variety 
of opposing interests, but it was one out of many dialects of 
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a common language, and was confined toa race of one origin 
located in an area so limited that every one of its inhabit- 
ants was constantly coming into more or less immediate 
contact with every other. It was, moreover, the language 
at once of a democracy and an imperial people placed in 
that position which, in peoples no less than in individuals, 
developes signally dignified and commanding qualities. 
The lesson of enterprise once taught, as to the Athenians 
it was taught by Marathon, the resolve to. venture all— 
Gor 1 yeyovevat AapTpos 7) TeOvHKEVvAL— 

becomes paramount and brings out the grander, if not the 
higher, side of human nature. The Athenian government 
was a democracy, but it was not one in the ordinary sense 
of the term. There was not a member of it but would 
have rejected, as an insult to his understanding, any pro- 
posal to give slaves or aliens a voice in the state, or to 
place him as an Athenian on the same level as an Islander, 
a Boeotian, or an Oriental. The state was to him more 
of a reality than it has ever been to any citizen since. The 
collective will of his fellows supplied in the Athenian, as 
in every other Greek of that age, the directing and restrain- 
ing power which the individual conscience supplies in us, 
To a Greek the State was Conscience; and Socrates did 
not alter this fact, although the higher rule of personal 
responsibility made part of his teaching. 

These facts explain the phenomenon that an Athenian 
comic poet had no occasion to deviate from literary Attic 
in giving a faithful representation of his countrymen; and 
accordingly the testimony of a writer like Aristophanes, with 
regard to the dialect of Attica at his own time, is much 
more straightforward than in other circumstances would 
have been possible. In fact without Comedy it would be 
impracticable to decide with accuracy many questions af- 
fecting the purity of Attic. Prose was corrupted and 
interpolated with impunity by consecutive generations of 

D 
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ignorant critics and negligent copyists, but by the rules 
of verse the scholar is enabled, in most cases, at once to 
detect late alterations, and the information acquired by a 
study of verse-corruptions is invaluable in tracking the 
corruptions which disfigure the text of prose writers. 

A different position in regard to Attic Comedy has been 
taken up by some scholars, but by none whose judgment 
is worthy of attention. Here, as in other cases which will 
come under our notice, Veitch’ has been misled by attend- 
ing to the letter divorced from the spirit. No one will 
insist that every word, expression, or construction which 
occurs in the pages of Comedy necessarily belongs to 
Attic Greek, but it will be easy to demonstrate that there 
is no variation from Attic usage which, if rightly con- 
sidered, has not some lesson to teach us with reference 
to the development and completed facts of the Athenian 
language. 

Thus one set of facts securely establishes the literary 
phenomenon so well known as affecting Greek as a whole, 
and on which the theory of Tragic diction propounded in 
the last chapter is based. The chorus is couched in that 
literary modification of Doric in which all choric poetry 
was always written. Hexameter verse was, from its tra- 
ditions and necessities, similarly, though not equally, pri- 
vileged, and, though not composed in Epic, yet admitted 
of words and forms of words unknown in genuine Attic. 
Even in Anapaestic verse a few Epic irregularties were 
allowed. No evidence could be more conclusive that the 
existence, side by side even in the same play, of three or 
four distinct literary dialects was to an Athenian perfectly 
natural, and that the change from one set of grammatical 
forms to another was for him as easy to make as the 
change from one metrical system to another. Certainly 
it must have appeared to an Athenian no more extra- 


1 Greek Verbs, Irregular and Defective, 3rd ed., p. 536. 
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ordinary to hear a chorus in Doric than to have a Dorian 
introduced as talking his mother tongue, to listen to a 
Tragic poet or a character from Tragedy conversing on 
the comic stage in phraseology otherwise obsolete in Attica, 
than to understand the Ionicisms of the Islanders who did 
business with him in the Piraeus. The ability to keep 
all these styles distinct indicates a sense of language 
highly developed, and is a fact that ought never to be 
lost sight of in the critical study of Greek literature. It 
makes the isolated appearance of an un-Attic form or 
expression, in a writer otherwise careful, a very suspicious 
circumstance, and raises the study of Attic almost to the 
dignity of an exact science. 

The consideration of un-Attic words and phrases in 
Aristophanes will be serviceable in two ways. It will 
bring into bold relief the fact, which cannot too often 
be affirmed, that the diction of Tragedy was essentially 
a survival, and not merely a highly poetical mode of ex- 
pression; and, on the other hand, it will explain to some 
extent the rapidity with which a diction formulated in one 
century was left behind by the living speech in another. 

Aristophanes seldom let slip an opportunity of ridiculing 
Euripides, and Cratinus invented the verb Evpimdapicroda- 
view to express uncompromising lampoon. The method 
employed was parody; and either in parody or caricature 
the Tragic dialect is repeatedly presented to the student 
of Comedy side by side with the ordinary Attic mode 
of expression. True, Euripides introduced many modern- 
isms into his verse, such as the more frequent use of 
BotvAopa for éOé\w and de? for xpy: but, at the same time, 
he tried to disguise these innovations by antique manner- 
isms like the employment of oé@ev and éyvé0ev for the 
possessive pronouns, and ori for mpds. This fact should 
be kept in mind in reading the pages that follow; but 
it does not to any great degree affect the point under 
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discussion—the contrast between the Attic and Tragic 
dialects as illustrated by parody. 

It will be convenient to treat the question of parody 
in Attic Comedy as a whole, and to consider, not only 
those passages in which Tragedy is caricatured, but also 
the few others in which the Epic and Lyric styles are 
introduced into the regular metres for purposes of comic 
effect. Parody, as found in the chorus, does not much 
concern us, and may be dismissed with a short notice. 

Parody in the Choric passages occurs occasionally in 
Aristophanes and other Comic poets. In Ran. 1309 ff. 
Aeschylus strings together many lines from the choric 
songs of different plays of Euripides —kepxidos do.dod 
peAeras coming from the Meleager, the three following lines 
from the Electra, and olvdvOas ydvos dumédov and repiBadd’, 
® Téxvov, @devas from the Hypsipyle, while line 1339— 

GAAG pol, Gupimodol, AVxvov aware, 
is derived from the Temenidae of the same Tragic poet. 
A fragment of another lost play of Euripides is inserted 
bodily in Acharnians 659-662. The passage as preserved 
by Clement of Alexandria ’— 

mpos Tab?’ 6, Te xpi) Kal Tadrapdacbe, 

Kal Tay em euol TexTawecOw" 

TO yap €D pet euov 

kal TO dikavov Evpupaxov e€orat, 

Kov pynT08 GAG Kaka Tpdoowr, 
was by Aristophanes only slightly altered to suit his 
purpose. Similarly, the first few lines of the strophe in 
Pax 775, and the antistrophe in 796, are from the Oresteia 
of Stesichorus, as two lines of the Knights (1263-1265) 
are parodied from Pindar. Beginning with the exact 
words of Stesichorus and Pindar, Aristophanes in each 
case ends with a fréer parody. The lines of Pindar— 


1 Cicero quotes ll. 1-3 in Ep. ad Att. 8. 8. 2, and 1. 3 in ib. 6.1. 8, 
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Ti Kad\ALov apxopevoiow 7) KaTaTavopevotow 

7 BabiGovev te Aat® Kat Ooav inmav 

eAdteipay deloat; 
are quoted direct to kxarazavowévorow, but the rest are 
only represented by 7 Ooav inmwv édarfpas deldew, and 
the passage from the Oresteia is similarly modified, as is 
seen from comparing the parody with the original words 
as given by the Scholiast— 


Towade xp) Xapitwy dayopata KadArKopwr 
vpvetv Ppvyiov pedos e€evpdvta aBpas 
npos emEpXopevov. 

Examples of less distinct parody, when little more was 
intended than to suggest a well-known passage of Tragedy, 
are found in Eq. 973— 

Hotctov dos npeépas, 
and in.Av. 1470— 

TOAAG 67) Kal Kawa Kat Oav- 

pdor eénenToperda, Kal 

bewa mpdypar etdopev" 

€att yap b€vdpov TEduKds KTE. 
In the former Aristophanes had in mind the beginning 
of the first chorus of the Antigone of Sophocles, and in 
the latter the begianing of the second, while in its fourth 
line he went on to suggest the famous chorus in the 
Oedipus Coloneus. 

But, as the discussion of parody in the chorus does not 
materially affect the present inquiry, it is necessary to 
refrain from further details, and to devote the space so 
saved to the more important question of the kinds of 
parody encountered in the regular metrical systems of 
Comedy. 

With those parodies in which the sentiment merely 
and not the words is parodied, we have nothing to do. 
Strattis, in a passage preserved by Pollux (9. 124)— 
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ci@’ Avos pev melOeTar Tots TaLdtous 
érav A€éywow, “"E€ex’, @ PIN Tre” — 
ridiculed the lines of the Phoenissae, in which Euripides 
introduced Jocasta as expostulating with Eteocles (1. 546)— 
ei@ Atos pev vdE Te dovdEver Bporois, 
ov 8 ovk aver Sbwpdtav Exew toov; 
but he did not retain their Tragic colour, as would have 
been the case if zeiOerar had not been substituted for 
dovdevet. To bring the children’s catch’, corresponding 
to that of the English nursery rhyme— 
‘Rain, rain, go away, 
Come again another day,’ 
into association with what were probably two well-known 
lines of Euripides, was sufficient for his purpose. 

The diction of Tragedy, however, is parodied in two 
ways. Either lines are quoted without alteration from 
the Tragic poets, in humorous contrast with the circum- 
stances with which they are associated, or the dialect of 
Tragedy is put into the mouth of a writer of Tragedy, 
or a god, or hero. Occasionally also expressions are 
used for no other reason but to caricature the grandiose 
style of the older rival of Comedy on the Attic stage. 
Consequently, the most practicable plan of approaching 
the fact of distinctions of dialect presented by parody in 
Comic dialogue, is to trace the use of questionable words, 
forms, or expressions; and in all cases it will be seen that 
modes of expression inadmissible in Prose were equally 
inadmissible in Comedy, except when they were employed 
from malice prepense and to give colour to the work. 

Attic writers used da7éOavov, aro0dvw, amoOdvoyst, amo- 

1 The catch occurs again in the Njoa of Aristophanes— 

A€éers dpa 
womep TA Trad’, “"Efex’, @ pir’ Arte.” 


The passage is quoted by Suidas, who adds, xwAdpidv te mapoumdes Und Tw 
radian Aeyopevov Stay éemwveph YUXous OvTos. 
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Oavety, aro9aver, never €Oavor, Odve, etc., KaTéOavov, KaTOavér, 
etc. Yet in Aristophanes xar@avetvy occurs in Ran. 1477, 
édavov in Thesm. 865, davév in Ach. 893. But if in these 
three passages it is proved that the Comic poet was parody- 
ing Euripides, not only are the rules of Attic vindicated, 
but some light is thrown upon the history of the Attic dialect. 


The senarii in Ran. 1477— 

tis olde ef TO Chv pev ote KarOaveir, 

TO mvelv 6€ SeTvEiv, TO 5& KabedtdeLY K@dLOV ; 
had their prototype in the Polyidus of Euripides— 

tls oldev ef TO Cv pev eott KarOaveir, 

TO KarOaveiy 5& Chv Kdtrw vowlterar!; 
lines which are quoted by Plato in the Gorgias (492, E), 
and from Ran. 1082, are proved to have been spoken by 
a woman. They were probably the words of Pasiphaé 
discussing the fate of Glaucus, her son by Minos, who, 
unknown to his parents, had been drowned in a vessel 
of honey, but was restored to life by Polyidus. As to 
Thesm. 865— 

Woxal 6€ modAdAal bv ew emt Skapavdplas 

poatow €0avov— 
the words are those of Helen in the play of Euripides 
named after her (ll. 52, 53), and repeated, with the ne- 
cessary alterations, by the messenger who reports (ll. 609, 
610) to Menelaus her miraculous disappearance— 

toadvoe héEao’, @ Taralitwpor Ppdyes, 

tddaves T ’Axaiol, 60 ew emt Sxapavdplois 

axtatow “Hpas pnxavais eOvickere. 


The third passage forms the last words of the enthusiastic 


1 Cp. Eur. Fr. 830 (Phrixus)— 
tis 8 olbev et (nv rovd & KéxAnra Oaveiy, 
70 nv Be OvnoKew eori; mAh duds Bporav 
vosovucw ot Bdrérovtes, olf 8 bAwASTES 
ovbev votovow ovbe KeKTHYTA KaKd. 


40 THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 


address of Dicaeopolis in the Acharnians to an eel from 
lake Copais— - 
pnoe yap Oavev mote 
god xwpls elnv evrerevtALoperns |, 
and is a brutal parody on the words of Admetus in the 
Alcestis (1. 367)— 
unde yap Yavev Tore 
gov xwpls einv, THS porns TLoTHS €pol. 
This adaptation of Aristophanes was in turn referred to 
by Philetaerus in a couple of lines quoted by Athenaeus 
(7. 280 D) from his Comedy Oivorudy»— 
ov yap Oavev djTovP av eyxedvy payors”, 
ovo év vekpoio. TéTTETAL yaprALos. 
Similar results are obtained by a consideration of the 
Ionic ? and Tragic verb orvy6. The word is quite unknown 
to Attic prose, but nevertheless occurs three times in 
Aristophanes,—Ach. 33, Ib. 472, and Thesm. 1144. The 
last quotation is from the chorus, and may be disregarded, 
but the other two lines are iambic trimeters. The latter— 
Kal yap eiw’ ayav 
dxAnpos, ov SoKGY PE KOLpavovs aTUYELD, 
is from the Oeneus of Euripides; and besides orvyetv 
contains the Tragic word xolpavos. Of the former line— 
oTvyGv pey dotv, Tov 8 euov Sjpov ToOGv, 
the Scholiast remarks, 6 oriyos é€x tpay@dtas, and he is 
undoubtedly right. 
The thoroughly un-Attic word ddvw* is found in the 
senarii in Vesp. 112— 


1 The true reading, see Phryn. Art. 36. fin. 

2 There is no necessity to read, with Naber, ov« dmo@avav yap dv mor’ &yxeAvv 
paryots, as his chief objection, namely the occurrence of 6aywy, is made invalid by 
the circumstances stated above. The MSS. have ov yap Oavwy ye Sntovd’ &y- 
xeAuy payows, which Porson emended. The simple ¢@avoy, etc. became common 
enough in post-Macedonian Comedy, but not before. 

3 grvy@, Hdt. 7. 236; Aesch. P. V. 37, 46, Sept. 410, 1046, etc. ; Soph. Phil. 
87, etc.; Eur. freq. dmoorvy@, Hat. 2. 47 ; 6. 129; Eur. Ion 488 (chor.). 

* The word is also Ionic. Hippocr. Mept MapOev. p. 563, b1d 5€ ris Kaxins 
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Totadr adver, vovOeTovpevos 6 det 

padXov biKace. 
It comes from the Sthenoboea of Euripides, quoted by the 
Scholiast and by Plutarch— 

Totadr aAve* voveTovpevos 8 “Epaws 

padAov meer. 
In trochaic tetrameters, in Ach. 690, Meineke reads— 

eit adver kal daxpver kal A€yer TPOs ToUs didovs. 

but the mere word of the Scholiast ? must not be allowed 
to outweigh both manuscript authority and the distinct 
testimony of all other Attic literature against the verb 
advm. Aristophanes, beyond question, wrote what the manu- 
scripts give, eiva \vCeu. 

Another signally instructive word is the aorist €uodov. 
No Attic prose writer of authority® uses it; and yet it 
occurs in Aristophanes nine times, and in other Comic 
poets twice. Of the Aristophanic instances three are met 
with in lyrical passages (Av. 404, Thesm. 1146, 1155) and 
require no discussion. Its use in Lys. 743— 

@ ToTve EideiOuv, éexicyes tod TéKov, 

€ws ay eis Govov porAw *y@ yxwpioz, 
is to be explained in the same way as dpytous, wed€ovea, and 
Kozpov in 832-34 of the same play (see p. 25). It is a 
burlesque imitation of Tragic diction. 

The play upon words would be sufficient reason for its 
repeated appearance in Eq. 15-26, even if the whole pas- 
sage was not a comic extension of the lines in the Hip- 
polytus (345-351) in which Phaedra discusses with the 
Nurse her unnatural passion. 

Tov aipatos ddvwy Kal adinuovéew 6 Ovpods Kakdv epéAxerac: Aesch. Sept. 391 ; 
Eur. Cycl. 434, Or. 277, Hipp. 1182, 
' Cp. Aesch. Sept. 391— 
Totatir’ GAvwy tais imepKdmas aayais. 


2 "Edv bia tov ¢, ddodrvCer, édv 5E xwpis Tod ¢, dave. 
+ Xen. An. 7. 1. 32. 
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Plutarch, in Mor. p. 220 E, 225 E, puts the word into 
the mouth of Lacedaemonians; and that he did so justly 
is proved by Ar. Lys. 984, where the Lacedaemonian 
herald is represented as saying— 

Kapvé éyév, ® Kupodvie, val TO o1o 

€uodov and Smdpras wept Trav dvaddAayav' 
and by Ib. 1263 and 1297 in a choric song recited by 
Lacedaemonians. The remaining passages—a fragment 
of Cratinus, one of Strattis, and another of Aristophanes 
(Fr. Com. 2.85, 778, 1201),—would certainly be explicable 
in a similar way if their context was known. The exist- 
ence of the compounds airépodos and atroyod6, and the 
frequency with which the simple word is met with in 
Tragedy, makes it evident that the word was in common 
use in Attica at a period not very far removed from the 
date of the great Attic writers in Prose and Comedy. 

The word dAytvw is a stranger to Attic prose’, but it is 
nevertheless encountered in the couplet of Eupolis— 

ov yap, pa THY Mapabdm riv eunv paxnr, 

Xalipwv Tis avTev Toov ddyuvel Kéap*, 
which Longinus, in his work De Sublimitate (16. 3), records 
as the origin of the famous adjuration of Demosthenes, 
pa tovs MapadGu mpoxwdvvetoarvras *. Be this as it may, the 
verses are a parody on the lines of the Medea (394-397) in 
which she invokes Hecate— 


ov ydp, pa THY d€oTOLVay Hy eyo céBw 
pddwora TdvTav Kal Evvepyov etAduny, 
‘Exatnv, poxots valovoay éotias euijs, 


Xatpwv tis att@vy Toopov aAyuvet Kéap. 


! Xenophon (Apol. 8) not only employs this word, but actually of physical 
pain, védaos dd-yuydpevos, a sense otherwise unknown. 
2 From the Ajo, and probably the words of Miltiades— 
‘Nae per Marathone quod commisi proelium 
Gaudebit nemo cor meum qui afflixerit.’ Grotius. 
3 De Corona, 297. II. 
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But of all un-Attic words Adoxw deserves most notice. 
Here, if anywhere, is a well-marked instance of Evpiméa- 
pustopavicpds. Of Comic poets Aristophanes, as far as we 
know, alone used the verb, and it is quite alien to Attic 
prose; but that the term was a favourite with Euripides 
was reason sufficient why it should not be rare in Aristo- 
phanes. In Ach. 410 the question, 7/ A€Aakas ; is appro- 
priately put into the mouth of Euripides, who, throughout 
the scene with Dicaeopolis, consistently talks in the Tragic 
dialect, as ra moia tpvxn; 418; Aakidas wéTAWY, 423; TA 
dvoTiy TeTA@paTa, 426; Tndddov pakopara, 432; @ Zed 
d.dmTa Kal KaTOTTAa TavTaxn, 4353 TvKYR yap AEnTa pyxaVa 
ppevl, 445 3 awed Aaivwy ocrabuadv, 449; TL 8, @ Tddas, oe 
Tovd Exe. TA€KOUS xpos; 454, etc. 

As belonging to the language of deities and heroes 
it falls with propriety from the lips of Dionysus in Ran. 


ipa 


yovuysov 6€ ToinTiy dv ovx evpois ETL 


Cytav dv, dotis pia yevvaiov akot, 
and of Hermes in Pax 381— 


> > / a 
Gr’, @ peX, bro Tod Atos ayadrdvvOjooua, 


el pt) TETOPHOW TatTa Kal aKHoopal. 


The mortal Trygaeus shrinks from hearing the God ele- 
vating his voice and deprecating him in the words, py vv 
Aaknons, Atcoopat o°, epyulédvov, turns to the Chorus, demand- 
ing that they also should take measures to prevent so 
tragic a catastrophe— 


> / / / ’ s > ef > b] / 
ELTE [40L, TL TATXET, WVOPES 5 EOTAT EKTETANY[EVOL. 


> / \ an), ~ N , 
® Tovnpol, pr oummar* ef 6€ pr) AakynoeTaL, 


Like dpadévvOjcona: and the ridiculous reropjow, the aorist 
é\axov and the future Aaxjoova. belong to the language 
of Olympus, and accordingly the Scholiast’s remark on 
Plut. 39— 
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ti Oqta DoiBos Ehaxev ex TOV oTEypatov! ; 


is almost unnecessary — tpayiKoTepov anepjvato Tpocd.acvpwr, 
as daow, Etpunidnv. In Ach. 1046, Adoxwy is uttered by 
the Chorus, and in Eq. 1018 is part of a pseudo-oracle, 
couched in hexameter verse, and containing words and 
forms like ¢pd¢ev, tayev, advTouo, o€éOev, just as in another 
such oracle a few lines on (1036-1040) ré€eu is found where 
ve€erat would be required in Attic. The same peculiarities 
of diction, arising from the same cause, are encountered in 
a passage ascribed by Athenaeus (6, 241 C) to Cratinus 
the younger— 
Kopvdov tov xadkotirov TtepvAago' 
ov p27) Tol vowels adTov pydey KaTadeielv, 
pnd oov Kown pera tovrov TéToTE dation, 
Tod Kopvdov' mpodéyw cour exer yap xeipa Kpataav 
XaAKhv, akduatov, ToAY KpEiTT@ TOO TUpds avTOD. 
Other examples of the Olympian and Tragic speech, 
almost as striking as Adoxa, will be readily noted in reading 
Aristophanes, as, for instance, in the dialogue between 
Iris and Pisthetaerus in Av. 1200 ff. Pisthetaerus talks 
excellent Attic, but Iris Olympic— 
pnroopayety Te Bovddros ew eoxdpats 
KyLoay T ayuids. 
1232. 
deloae 6Tws pH cov yévos Taved€Opov 
Atos pakeAdn Tay avaotpewer dln, 
Atyvis 6€ cGya kal dduwv TepimTvXas 
KataOaddoet cov Aukypvlats Bodais. 
1239. 
Similarly the women in the Thesmophoriazusae talk Attic, 
but Mnesilochus and Euripides employ the 7ragic dialect, 
as in 871— 


1 Cp. Eur. I. T. 976— 
évTevOev avdiv tpimodos éx ypuood Aakwy 
PoiBos p’ emepbe Sedpo xe. 
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Eup. Tis révd’ epevprdv dwpatwy exer Kparos, 
batts E€vovs d€£aito Torti cddw 
Kdpvoytas ey Xeuove kal vavaylats ; 
Mvno. Iparéws tad éotl péAabpa, xre., 
and this is sustained throughout the whole passage. 

In his Xefpwy Pherecrates (as quoted by Plutarch, de 
Mus. p. 1146) introduces Mousike as complaining to 
Dikaiosune of her fallen estate. Her first words are a 
burlesque of Tragic diction— 

eEw pev odK Ukovoa, col Te yup Kew 
epot te AEEar Ovpods Hdovay exer. 

Occasionally some exceptionally forced metaphor of 
Tragedy, or some other mode of expression unusually 
grandiloquent, is singled out by the poet for ridicule. 
There is no special propriety in the Sycophant of the 
Plutus (1. 854 ff) departing from ordinary language, but 
Aristophanes seized the opportunity of casting merited 
ridicule on such expressions as deWala ovykéxpapar dva in 
the Antigone (1. 1311), and Téxpnocay olktm Tode cvyKEKpa- 
pevny in the Ajax (1. 895) of Sophocles— 

olwot Kakodaluwy, os amdAwAa SeldaLos, 

kal Tpls Kakodalywv kal TeTpaKis Kal TevTaKLs 

Kat Owdexdkis Kal pupidKis’ lov, lod, 

ota ToAVPdpw ovyKeKpapat dalpovt. 
Reasons equally just and good might be given for every 
Tragic form or expression occurring in Comedy, but it 
would be tedious and useless to enumerate all. Again and 
again the question recurs in the critical study of Attic 
Greek, and it is no rare experience to find the most dis- 
tinguished critics advocating an alteration of all the manu- 
scripts, simply because they have never tried to estimate, 
as is done in this inquiry, the extraordinary ease with 
which an Athenian of the best age moved among the 
various co-existent literary dialects of his time. 
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There is a curious example of the way in which mere 
caricature affects the language of Comedy in the case of 
the aged ‘amante’ in the Plutus. In order to delineate 
her affectation and intenseness, Aristophanes puts excep- 
tional words into her mouth. The adjective éxvdéuos in 
Classical Greek is found only in one passage, namely, 
Pindar— 

€ota 6€ OduBer dvepdpe 
TEpTV@ TE plXOeis* EldE yap exvdp.ov 
Ana Te Kal Svvapuw 
viod" 
Nem. 1. 56. 
and the adverb occurs nowhere but in two lines of this 
play. In 1. 981 the lady complains— 


kal yap €xvoulws py. ioxbvero, 
and Chremylus repeats the word in chaff in 1. 992, and in 
a form even more intense— 

A€yets EpdvT GvOpwrov exvourdrara. 
It is of a piece with her love for diminutives!, and very 
telling. 

The parodies in hexameter verse are of little importance 
compared with those which the senarii afford. They are 
numerous enough, and not uninteresting, but a careful 
study of them would be of no value in the present inquiry 
as to the facts which affect the purity of the Attic dialect 
in Comedy. The presence of a word in Comic hexameter 
verse can never enfranchise it as Attic, and consequently 
little can be gained by pointing out those passages in 
which the eccentricities of the hexameter metre are ex- 
ageerated. 

The case of pseudo-oracles has already been discussed, 


* The marked caricature in which the old woman is depicted forms an ex- 
cellent argument for avoiding a solecism by reading in 1020 mov for pov. oe 
Te THS Xpoas Epackey H5U Tov, sweetly, really, Mand I are frequently confounded 
in MSS., as in Eur. I. A. 761, mayrécvvor in several MSS. for payrécvvor. 
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and with these may go the utterance of the seer Hierocles 
in Pax 1075— 
> 7.9) 59 \ / / a 
ov yap Tw TodT €oTt Pirov pakdpecor Oeoiow, 


gpudromidos Afar mplv Kev AVKOS Oly byevarot 
regarding which Trugaeus inquires— 
\ n st lA / > = € a 
kal TGs, ® Kardpate, hUKos ToT Gy oly tyevarol ; 


but the rest of the scene, from 1. 1064 to 1115, is pure 
Epic parody. 

From the ®opyopdpo. of Hermippus, Athenaeus (I. p. 
27, d) quotes over twenty lines of Epic verse beginning— 


éomete viv got, Modvoar “Odvpria dépmar exoveat, 


and containing many expressions taken direct from Homer. 
As might be expected, the Xeipwy of Pherecrates supplies 
several specimens of Epic parody, as the lines— 


pndoe o¥ y Gvdpa dirov kadéoas emt daira Oddevay 

dx0ov dpOv Tapeovta’ Kakds yap drnjp Tdde pécet, 

GANG par EevKNAOS TépTOU Ppeva TépTE T ExEivor" 
which, according to Athenaeus (8. 364 B), had their 
prototype in the Eoeae of Hesiod, and, if we trust Phryni- 
chus (see art. 71), Aristophanes used the words kat kéokivov 
nmjocav0at in his Aaradjs, in a parody on that didactic 
poet. 

It is rare that parodies of Homer or Hesiod occur in 
the senarii of Comedy, but there is no doubt that the line— 
bdoe b€ co. yuvatkas émta Aco Bidas, 
quoted by the Scholiast on Arist. Ran. 1343 as from the 
Xelpwv of Pherecrates, was intended to suggest the offer of 
Agamemnon in the [IpeoBela mpos ’AxiAAa— 
ddoe & énta yuvatkas dptpova epy’ eldvias 


AeoBidas, 
I]. 9. 27¢. 


In such cases an Epic word might readily be used, as in 
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the Clouds (I. 30) Aristophanes boldly inserted a choric 
fragment of Euripides in the line— 

arap tl xpéos €Ba pe pera Tov Ilaciav, 
and in Ach. 883 made a Boeotian burlesque Aeschylus 
in his own patois. In the “OmwAwy xpiois Thetis was ad- 
dressed as— 


/ / / a 
dcomowwa TevtTnKovTa Nypydwy Kopov, 


which, in the mouth of a country poulterer, as he draws 
a splendid eel from his basket, becomes— 
, / a / Tad 

TpecBeipa TEvTHKoVvTa Kwrddwv Kkopar, 

4 Cas b] / fad / 

ExBads Telde KyTLXAdpiTTAL TO EEva. 
The form zpiaco, which occurs a few lines before, must not 
be regarded, as Veitch insists, as good Attic, simply be- 
cause it is found in the senarii of Comedy. Whether it 
was or was not recognized will be discussed at another 
time; but as for Veitch, he might, with equal justice, claim 
as Attic every word used by the Scythian policeman in 
the Thesmophoriazusae, and with better right enfranchise 
both oixéw and wwAjow for oikG and admodécopnat, because 
Cratinus puts the one word into Solon’s! mouth, and 
Aristophanes the other into an Ionian’s *. 

The verb kixAjoxm was probably once used in Attica, 
because it is found in Tragedy and in other Greek dialects, 
but it had disappeared from the mature language. Strattis, 
however, used it in senarii in his Maxeddves 7) Tavoavias, 
but the lines themselves show that it is a Macedonian 
who employs the term— 

1 The lines are quoted from the Xeipwves by Diogen. Laert. 1.62— 

oikéw 52 vacov, ws pev avOpwrav AOyos, 

éomappevos Kata macay Alaytos modw. 
Plutarch, Sol. 14, makes Solon use 6o#éw, and in id. 32 narrates the fact referred 
to in the words of Cratinus, 7 5€ 67) Siacmopa KaTakavbéyTos avTOU THS TEppas 
rept Tiv Tadrapuviwy visor, éoTr wey bid tiv aroniay dnidavos mayTdmact Kal 
pvdwdns, avayéeypanta 5 bid dk\dwy avbpav agorAdywy Kai “ApioTorédous Tov 


durocdpou. 
2 ap. Athen, 12, 525 A. In Av. 1039 mwAngoy is employed for antithetic 


effect. 
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A. ) optpawa 8 earl ris; 
B. xéorpay pev types, @rrixol, KukAjoxere’. 

The Doric ciddpeos, for cidypots, is always retained in 
speaking of the iron coinage of the Dorian colony, Byzan- 
tium. In Arist. Nub. 249, to the quandary of Socrates— 

molovs Oeovs duet 00; mpOtov yap Deol 

Huiy vouicp ovK €oTi— 
Strepsiades replies— 

TO yap ouvut ; 7} 

cidapéo.ow woTep ev Bulartie ; 
and the Scholiast on that passage quotes from the Comic 
writer, Plato— 

xahemGs av olknoamev ev Bu avtiors, 

érov cidapéors vot Cover *. 

It was shown how the immature speech of Attica had 
been crystallised in names of places, in religious formulae, 
and in official names, no less than in the diction of 
Tragedy. But no method of crystallisation could be 
more effective than a proverbial saying, and accordingly 
most of the proverbs which occur in Aristophanes con- 
tain words which had dropped out of use in the developed 
dialect of Attica. 

“Epdw is of frequent occurrence in Ionic and Tragedy ’, 
but there is no trace of it in Attic except in a proverb 
found in Ar. Vesp. 1431— 


pdou tis iv Exaotos dy eldein Téxvnr, 


* Quoted by Athenaeus (7. 323, b). In Ar. Nub. 565 it occurs in a chorus, 
and in a line of Cratinus quoted by Hesychius under «¥BnAis— 
xadrKida KixkdhoKovot Geol, avipes 5e KvBnAw’ 
which is a parody of Homer Il. 14. 291— 
xadkida KixAnokovor Beol, avbpes 5é nvpuvduy. 
4 Pollux (9. 78) describes the oddpeos as vépiopa Tt Aenrdv, and quotes an 
obscure and corrupt couplet from the Myrmidons of Strattis— 
év Tois Badaveiows mpokéAevOos Hpepa 
dnafanaca ym oTpatial obapéwr. 
? Hdt. 1. 119, 131, 137; 2.121; 7. 33, etc.; Aesch. Agam. 933, 1649, and 
freq.; Soph. Trach. 935, and freq. 
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and somewhat resembling another— 
Tt OnTa_xeipes ovK dy epyacatato ; 
which Aristophanes adapted in Av. 1147— 
Tl Ota Tddes Av ovK dv epyacataTo ; 
and Lys. 42— 
Tt 8 av yuvaikes ppdviysov épyacataro ; 
The old Attic dAkipos survived in the proverb— 
mda ToT yoav dAKkyor MiAnouor, 


which occurs twice in the Plutus (ll. 1003, 1075), and is 
referred to in Vesp. 1033. 

The aged lover in the Plutus (1036) swears that her 
misplaced affection is killing her, and describes her ema- 
ciation in the line— 


dua SaxTvAtov pev ody Euey av dveAkvoars* 


but the words 61a dakrvdAiov dv dveAx¥oars were beyond 
question proverbial, which accounts for the monosyllabic 
ending of dveAkdoars. As from a proverb, too, the form 
éwrjoato for émpiaro ought not to condemn Athenaeus 
of inaccuracy when he quotes (6. 266 F), Xtos deamdrny 
evyicato, as a proverbial expression used by Eupolis in his 
play of ‘the Friends.’ Eupolis may well have written 
@vjTaTo. 

The Ionic and old Attic! word ép7w is four times en- 
countered in Aristophanes, but in three out of the four 
in the one phrase 6 7éAeuos EpTéeTo— 

ov dedpeOa orovdGv' 6 TOAEMOS EPTETH. 
Eq. 673. 
A. ov ay Tounocaw’, GAN 6 TéAEMOS EpTETH. 
B, pa A’, ot eya y adv, aXN 6 TédAEMos EpTEeTH. 
Lys. 129, 130. 
From the first passage it is reasonable to infer that the 


1 Hippocr. 6. 480, 490; Aesch, Eum. 39, etc.; Soph. O. C. 1551, and very 
freq.; Eur, freq. 
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phrase was a common cry in Athens during the Pelopon- 
nesian war, and the lines from the Lysistrata confirm this 
view. The fourth instance occurs in an isolated trimeter 
of the AataAjs quoted by Harpocration’— 
6 8 HAvaoTis elpme mpds THY KLyKAlda, 

and without context affords no clue. But the word was, 
like dpdttw, paoti¢w, and others already discussed, most 
probably a colloquial survival of the older language. 

The occurrence of a word, or form of a word, in the 
anapaestic verse of Comedy is no proof of its Attic 
character. If there are fewer Epic irregularities in the 
anapaests than in the hexameters, yet, in a question of 
this kind, one distinct anomaly is sufficient to destroy 
their authority. As a matter of fact the irregularities are 
very marked. Thus, in Vesp. 662 in anapaestic tetrameters 
catalectic, the third person plural of the Aorist Passive 


Indicative ends in -ev instead of -noav*— 


&& xiAudow, KovTw mAclous ev TH xopa Karévacev. 


The Dative singular of proper names in -kAjjs (from -«Aéns) 
invariably undergoes in Attic a double contraction, but 
in Av. 567; “HpaxAée: occurs in place of ‘HpaxAci— 


iv 8 “Hpaxdéer Ovnor Adpw vaotods Ovew jedtTobvTAS, 


and the same line supplies the Epic @vyou for 0vn. More 
instances may be gleaned by the most cursory reader. 

The purpose of this inquiry has been fulfilled if it has 
been made clear that Comedy must not be regarded as 
invariably presenting only Attic forms, Attic words, and 


1 Kiyedls. al trav dicaornpiov Ovpat nuykdides ExadovvTo. ’Apiaropavns Aaira- 
Actow: ‘O 8 kre. 
2 The form is found in Tragedy. Eur. Hipp. 1247— 
immot 8° ExpupOev Kal 7d BvaTnvov Tépas : 
Phoen, 1246— 
éarav 5 Aapmpw xpHpa 7 od« HAAaEATHY, 
both of which Nauck wrongly tries to alter,—a striking inconsistency when he 
replaces mAnpodow in Hec. 574 by a late absurdity like émAjpovoar. In choric 
passages are found, éBav, Aesch. Pers. 18; Eur, Andr, 287, etc. ; xaréBay, 
Soph. Trach, 504; dmé5pav, Aj. 167. 


KE 2 
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Attic constructions, The choric passages on the one hand, 
and the hexameter and anapaestic metres on the other, 
had each literary sympathies uncongenial to Attic, while 
even in the Iambic and Trochaic parts, un-Attic phrases, 
words, and forms, were, under certain conditions, necessarily 
employed. But these conditions are capable of being 
accurately classified ; and such classification not only pre- 
vents the student of Attic from misconception, but actually 
introduces him to many new aspects of the language, 
giving him glimpses into its history and nature, and pro- 
viding him with rules by which he may bring to nothing- 
ness many of the most unquestioned emendations of great 
critical scholars. 


ive Nix Ore 


EKAOTH 


PHMATQN KAI ONOMATQN 


ATTIKON, 





mPYNIXO2 KOPNHAIANQI EY TIPATTEIN. 


THv te GAAHV cov TraLdelay BaUUGI®, HV dLapEpovTwc 
bmep Gmavtac dooic épw EveTvyov memaidevoat, Kat OH 
Kai TOOTO BaUidoac Eyw, TO Tepi THY T@v KaA@V Kal 
doOKiU@yY OVvOUGT@Y KpPlow. Tait Gdpa Kedevoavtoc cov 
TAC GdOKiMOUC TOV MPHOVAvV GOpotcOAval, MaoGac peEV Ov 


ul > 


oldc Te érevouHv TavOv TrepiAaBelv, Tac b€ émiToAaovcac, 
udAtoTa Kal THY apyatav didAeEtv TapatTovoac Kal TOAAKV 
aisybvHy éuBaddovoac. Od AavOaver dé ce, Homep ovd 
GAAO TL TOV KATA TraLdEelav, Gc Tivec GmomEeMTMKOTEC THic 
Gpyaiac MavAc, kai éml THY Guaelav KaTa@EvrovTEec Topt- 
20UGL HdpTupdc Tivac ToC TMpoElpHic—at LTO TV dpyatwv 
Tdgde TAC Pavac: Hpetc d€ OV TpPOC Ta OLHHLApPTHMEVa G@o- 
popuev, GAAG Tpoc TA SoKi@TaTA TV Gpyalayv. Kal rap 
> Lal »” ao ' , ” > , i 

GUTOIC El TIC ALPEGLVY TIPOHELH, TIOTEpwWC Av EBEAOLEV OLaAE= 
’ ‘ ‘ > “a n “A ‘ 3 Led ul > 

PEGOGL Gpyatwc KAL AKPLB&C H VEOXYH@C KAL AUEAWC, oe€EQtvt 
Gy dyti mavtoc Hulv otyywHoL revdpevor Thc dpueivovoc 
Fevecbat ploipac’ ot fap tic oTWC GOALOC, WC TO aisypov 


ToO KaA0G TrpoTiWevat. “Eppwoo. 





®PYNIXOYT EKAOTH. 


Turina mpadtov, 


“Ootic apyaiwc Kai doKimwc Ebédret diadérecbar Tad 


avT@ gudaktea '. 


“EkovtHy ot ypH Aéretv, GAN €8€AOVTHY. 


This rule is absolute, not only for Attic, but also for 
Classical Greek as a whole. éxovtjs is not met with till 
after Christ, but @@eAovris is used by Thucydides, 1. 60; 
B90, 3. 20; Lysias, 181. 36; 182. 9; Isocrates, 297; 
Demosthenes, 247. 24, and by Xenophon and Herodotus. 
It means one who volunteers for a military enterprise or 
perilous civil duty. 

The form é0eAovrjp occurs in the Odyssey, 2. 291— 

éym 6 ava bjyov eratpovs 
airy @Oedovtipas ovdAd€Eomau' 
and was beyond question that employed in early Attic. At 
all events the termination -rnp confronts the student of 


‘ For the bearing of these words on the Ecloga as a whole, see Appendix A. 
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Attic in such words as would naturally retain their primi- 
tive shape, namely, those used in the common business and 
amusements of life, such as xpatyp, a wine-bowl, rodavimrip, 
a foot-bath, ptnp, a strap, tpintnp, a pestle, tpotwtnp, an 
oar-thong, aotpapiotnp, a surveyors level or sight, puxrip, 
nose, nosel, and others. The same story is told by words 
like Bacavioripioy, dixkactypiov, Bacaviorpia, vadrpia, by the 
side of Bacavioris, dikaotHs, vadTns, etc. Certain officers at 
Athens retained the name of appoornpes till the end of the 
fifth century B.C. or later, as they are mentioned by Plato, 
the Comic poet, in his play of the ‘Ambassadors! In the 
same way xAn7p survived as a law term, and never passed 
into KAnTiHs 7. 

Tragedy—that storehouse of early Attic—has preserved 
very many of the old forms in -rnp, such as oikyntnp, oikuotnp, 
pnvetnp: mpaxtyp.os in Aeschylus carries us back to mpaxrip, 
just as vAaxkrjpiov implies Pvdaxryp. Both zpaxtyp and 
gvdaxTyp occur in the Homeric poems. But side by side 
with the forms in -rnp, Tragedy supplies a large number 
IN -Twp, Gpydotwp, akéoTwp, KpdvTwp, onpdvTwp, TpdkTwp, and 
others. That this was no so-called poetical licence is 
clearly established. Certain revenue officers at Athens 
were called mpdxropes (Antiphon, 147. 14); ?Axéorwp was 
not only a surname of Apollo, but was a well-known 
proper name both in Athens and in cities of other Greek 
peoples (Diod. Sic. 11. 51; 19. 5). Homer used fnrip, 
but pjtwp took its place in Attic. In fact euphony, or 


* See’ Meineke, Frag. Com. 2. 658, d0ev nal dppoorhpas médw éxddovy 
"A@nvaior Tovs eis TO eb Cy diatdrrovras ws capws MAdtrav 6 Kwpuxds SqAot év 
IIpéoBeot r@ Spdpatt. mddw should there be replaced by méAa. As instructors 
of manners they were probably the same as the kxoopnrai or owppovioral. 
Meineke errs in suggesting Aaredarpovioe for ’A@nvaior. The corresponding 
magistrates at Sparta had a different name, viz. ‘Apyéavyo, Hesych. s. voc. 

? Schol. Ar. Vesp. 189, #Anrhpes of Kadodvres és TO SikacTHpioy mdyTas* 
onpaive. be 4 Aékis kat Tov padprvpa. In the latter sense KAjTwp is found 
occasionally in Demosthenes in the oblique cases, but never without the variant 
xAnTHp, which must be read. 
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mere accident, seems, in many cases, to have determined 
the form ultimately assumed. If fpntip passed into prrwp, 
how is it that throughout Greek literature cwrjp remained 
without a rival? There is no question that -rys is later 
than -rnp, but the existence of -tor as a common Latin 
termination, dator, stator, amator, venator, etc., seems to 
prove the existence of -rwp in Greek of a very early date. 
The Attic fijrtwp, however, by the side of the Homeric 
pntnp, does not stand alone. In the Odyssey the drawer of 
a bow is puryp Bod, in Aristophanes pirwp réfov. In the 
Odyssey a defender is purnp, in Aeschylus pirwp. 

The old termination survived in other dialects even in 
words which in Attic had lost it irreclaimably. Hippocrates 
speaks of the wisdom-teeth as cwdpoviorjpes, and they 
were also called xpavtijpes and dpactipes. Passing from 
the dialects, these forms appeared in the Common dialect, 
and Plutarch employs cwPpororjp in the sense of the 
Attic cwppovorns (Cato Maj. 27). Xenophon, whose 
style was distinctly an anticipation of the Common dialect, 
was significantly fond of the forms in -rnp, e.g. Oepamevtnp 
for Oepamevtys, in Cyr. 7. 5. 65; Avpaytyp for Avuaytys in 
Hiero 3..3; and dpyoornp for dpyoorjs in Hell. 4. 8. 39. 
Although appooripes was certainly the Lacedaemonian name 
for the officers there referred to, correct Attic writers in- 
variably spoke of them as appoorai. 

Thomas Magister (p. 285) repeats-the rule of Phrynichus, 
pr elmns Exovtis, GAN eOedovThs, os TadvTEs ot dokiueTaror, 
but adds the erroneous statement, éml 62 rod émippyuaros 
dpporepa A€ye kal eOedovTi Kai Exovti. There was no such 
adverb as éxovyri in Classical Greek, and even in Arist. 
Rhet. 3. 15; (1416. 16,) od ydp Exdvte etvat atrd dydorxovra 
érn, the word is the dative of the adjective. Thucy- 
dides, however, uses @OeAovri in 8. 2, @OeAovri iréov én Tovs 
"AOnvatovs, and éOedovrndov in a later chapter (9) of the 
same book. 
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The form €@edovri#y in Xenophon (Mem. 2. 1. 3) is 
simply one of the Ionicisms so frequent in his style 
(Tidt 1555s 6.°25). 

On the other hand, €xovov.os and dxovo.os, with their 
adverbs, were recognized Attic words, while é@eAovov0s and 
€JeXovoiws have no better authority than that of Xenophon. 


I]. 





"Omiev dvev Tob 6 wHdéToTe eElTHC, OmloOEv dé. 








In such a question manuscript authority is valueless. 
Thus the un-Attic dzofev often replaces the genuine dzwOev 
in the manuscripts of Attic books, as in most at Thucy- 
dides, 2. 81, and in some at 3. 111; 4.67, 92, 115, 120, 125, 
126; 6. 58, 77; 8.69. The testimony of verse makes the 
long penult absolutely secure— 

KdoT ov pakpav anw0ev, ard’ evrai0d Tov. 
Ar. Av. 1184. 
OAlyou amwbev THs Kepadys Tod ypadtov. 
Plut. 674. 


Similarly 67v0ev is placed beyond question by lines like— 


A. 700 mod ’otw; B. eEdmodev. A. e€omicd’ 161, 
Ar. Ran. 286. 
In a choric passage of Aeschylus émOev is encountered, 
but there is no other instance even in Tragedy— 


yv c , 
TpoxnAdto.ow Omer Emopevo. 
Pers. 1002. 


The metre demands émOev, and yet the manuscripts ex- 
hibit om.cev without a variant. That in Attic texts dmioOev 
remains uncorrupted is due to the fact that, even in the 
Common dialect, it vigorously held its own against the 
forms with the short penult. The affinity of theta for 
sigma—always present in Greek from the earliest period— 
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rather increased than lessened as the language aged, and 
is a fact which must be carefully observed by the student 
of Greek forms. 


112 Oh 
c ' \ r > , c ' a 
Ikecia’ Kal TodTO GddKimov, tKeTela O€. 


The former word is the older, being found in Tragedy 
and ina religious formula in Aeschines (70. 33). In the ‘Ap- 
paratus Sophistae’ Phrynichus supplements this statement 
(44. 5): tixerefa’ 61a Tod Tr, ov bid Tod o* tKxeolovs pévToL 
hirds kal Adyovs tkecfovs, and unintentionally sets the in- 
quirer on the right road. To the grammarian ixeoia was 
a late form; and he did not accept the lesson which the 
adjective ixéouos might have taught him, namely, that, 
like many other w2-Attic words employed in the Common 
dialect, it was in existence, not only in other dialects, but 
had also a place in undeveloped Attic itself. As a matter 
of fact txeoia and ixéovos bear the same relation to ixérns, 
ikeTevm aS Onpdo.os to SywdTns, Snpotevw, and mpoaractos to 
Tpostatns, Tpootarevw. Accordingly, there might have been 
a Onporety and a ixereiv by the side of dnuorevew and ike- 
teveww as Well as a mpoorareiv by the side of mpoorarever. 
ixernp is not found even in Homer, although Hesychius 
has preserved a form ikeropedw from ixérwp. Moreover, 
ixetnaovos by the side of ixerjpios seems to indicate that the 
change from ixeryp to ixérns took place early. 

Most verbs in -edw are of a comparatively late origin. 
The ending is simply that of the naturally-formed dAtevw, 
Bacto, inmedw, and the like, applied to other stems. 
The verbs ctw, detw, vetdw, xeetdw, Oepavevdw stand on a dif- 
ferent footing and must be eliminated from the inquiry. 
Apart from them there are over two hundred verbs in -eva, 
and of these little more than twenty belong to the group 
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regularly formed from substantives in -eds. These, how- 
ever, are mostly old words found in the Homeric poems, 
~while a very large proportion of the others is not found till 
long after that date. Most are from substantives in -os, 
-ov, like decpeve, dovrdeto, kivdvvedm, petaddedw from decpds, 
dodA0s, kivdvvos, and petaddov, a few from adjectives in -os, 
like mepiccedm from wepioods, and trwxedwm from mrwxds, 
while the other two declensions are fairly represented. 

The group which contains ixeredw is not large—dAnredvo, 
yonretw, SnpoTevouat, dvvactetu, euBaret’w, eTmoTTEVa, ldiwredo, 
Anotedw, pacTedo, pynoTedw, bTALTEVW, TOALTEW, TpOTTATEva, 
Tpopytevo, TUKTEVH, TopLoTEvw, TpaTECiTEUH, DToTTEVM. The 
verb fevitevopar, serve as a mercenary, is a remarkable in- 
stance of formation by false analogy. Forms like evirns 
from &€vos are quite unknown to Greek, and the verb could 
never have been used except é7Airedw and tpame(iredw had 
prepared the way for it. 


ENE 





“Yrodetrua ovdé ToOTO dpOdc A€reTa TAapadetrua Aé€re. 





Xenophon (Eq. 2. 2) anticipates the Common dialect 
in using imdderypa for mapdderywa. In Attic vmodetxyups was 
never used except in its natural sense of show by tmpl- 
cation, but in Herodotus and Xenophon it signifies Zo 
mark out, set a pattern. UHerod. 1. 89, xarérewe oxXowvo- 
revéas brobe~as Siapvyas: Xen. Mem. 4. 3. 13, abrot oi Oeot 
oUTwSs UVTOOELKLVOVOL. 

This comparison of the half-hearted imddevya, with the 
masculine and straightforward wapdderyya, well brings out 
the distinction between the Attic dialect on the one hand, 
and the Ionic and the Common dialect on the other. 
There is more tone about tmddeypa, but mapdderywa has 
common sense to recommend it. 
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Vv; 





-QvauHv, vaso, Svato mavtTa GdoKtua Gtav oa TOO a. 


Ta rap dpyata Sta Too H, OviLHy, G@VHGO, @VHTO. 





The Indicative forms in alpha came at a late date from 
the genuine dvaivny and dvacOa, and were sometimes im- 
ported into Attic texts, as in Eur. H. F. 1368— 


am@heo, ov0 Gvncbe TOY EuGv Kadov" 
where the manuscripts exhibit évac@e. The true form was 
preserved by the metre in Alc. 335— 

Oeois yeverOar* cod yap ovk ovnjpeba. 

Veitch has treated the verb with his usual care. It is 
observable that Xenophon has in one passage coined 
evjOnv, although avjynv was ready to his hand. 

The aorist erin, from dvivny., may be instructively com- 
pared with émAjpny, from aiyrdAnw, which, compounded with 
éy, was in common use at Athens— 

dmodpas yap és Tijv ywviav, Tvpdv Todd 
KaTEciKeALCe KaveTANT ev TO TKOTO. 
Ar. Vesp. gIo- 
evOvs yap ws eévémAnto ToAAGY Kayabar. 
Id. 1304. 

In its imperative, éusAnoo (Vesp. 603), and its participle, 
éumdjpevos (Vesp. 424, 984, Eccl. 51, Eq. 935), it corre- 
sponded with dvivnur; but its infinitive was undoubtedly 
éumdjoba, and its optative, éuvaAnpnv (Ach. 236), followed 
the analogy of the perfect optatives BeBAnpwnv and pe- 
ponpny. 

Cobet is unquestionably right in restoring évésAnvto for 
évenémAnvro in Lysias, 180. 5 (28. 6), otrws, & dvdpes ’AOn- 
vaiot, ered) Tdxvora evémAnvto Kal Tov tyetépwr améAavoay 


KT€. 
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Meyptc kai ayptc ov TH 6, GddKia peypt d€ Kal 


aypt A€re. 





The question has been settled by Wecklein in Curae 
Epigraphicae, p. 51, where he quotes from Attic inscrip- 
tions, péxp. éE€axociwy (bis), wexpr avdpav, péxpt Tod rTera- 
yPevov, and axpt THs cvvaywyns. Stone records exhibit no 
instances of the forms with sigma even before a vowel, 
and the same lesson is taught by metre. The words are 
unknown to Tragedy, except that péxpis occurs in a des- 
perately corrupt line of Sophocles— . 

Tov Taida TOvde Tpds Sopovs epovs aywv 

Tedapori delEer pntpl 7, “EpiBola d€ya, 

ds opw yevntar ynpoBookos eicael: 

HEXpls oD pvxovs Kixwor TOD KdTw Oeod. 

Ajax 571. 

Most manuscripts have péxpis ov, the Cod. Ven. pexpi, 
others péxpis av, which has the questionable support of 
Suidas, sub vocibus ynpoBocxé and pvyds. Though the 
broken anapaest péxpis 08 may pass as an extension of the 
licence allowed even in Tragedy to prepositions followed 
immediately by their case, yet the variety of readings 
justify éo7 dv pvxovs, the conjecture of Hermann, péxpis 
ot, weéxpis, pexpe having crept into the text from the 
margin. In Aesch. P. V. 376, wexpis is a manuscript gloss 
on the primitive éo7 dy, but has not replaced the latter 
in the text. 

In Comedy there is not one instance of dxpis or péxpts 
demanded by the metre, but even if lines like Eq. 964— 

Wodrov yeverOar det oe expt TOD puppivov, 
are not regarded as absolutely conclusive, there is still a 
line of Antiphanes (Ath. 10. 441) in which peéypis could 
certainly not stand— 
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Mexpt yap tpidy deiv acl Tysav Tovs Deods. 

In the New Comedy, by which time péxp: av with the 
mood of a verb was not only a tolerated but a recognised 
construction, the hiatus is in manuscripts sometimes 
avoided by reading péypis, but that form was certainly 
never used even by the latest writers of Comic verse— 

kal TotTo mwAciy pexpt av dotep ev epdvo 
eis owrds 7} KaTNAOS TOLKNLEVOS 
im olvoTeéAov. 

Diphilus (Athen. rr. 499 D.). 

The grammarians are singularly at one on this point. 
Moeris, p. 34, dxpt, Gvev tod o ’ArtiKds, dxpis “EAAnviKGs : 
Herodian, Philet. 451, dyps cal péxpe avev trod o° 70 b€ ovv 
7T@ o Iwvixdv: Thomas Mag. 135, dxpe kal péxpt Oovkvdtdnys 
del A€yet, ov povov éeTayouevov cvupevov, GAAA Kal pwvijertos, 
and although he adds, of 6& GAdo, érayouevov pdvov pwri- 
evTos, Kal peTa TOO o Kal ywpls TOD o ypadovow olov axpts 
ov kal dxp. ov, there is no doubt that to all Attic texts 
the shorter forms should be restored, without any regard 
to manuscripts, as even in Thucydides the copyists fol- 
lowed no rule, but wrote either indifferently. 


nV le 





"Ativat, mpootvat, €€ivat, KaTtivat, mdavTa GdoKiua aveu 


TOO € Aepopieva, ypH rap ov Ta € Gmeévat, E€tevat A€retv, 





VII. 





Eictéto’ Kai mepi tovtov obtwc éoye, AodAAtavoc GKov- 
‘ ‘ n > ' , a < , ‘ ‘ 
6ac Ort XPH GUY Tw € Elolevat AEfetv ElTa UTTEAGBE Kat TO 


E1GITW ElGLETOD OEIV AEfEGOat, 





That Lollianus was himself a Greek and taught at 
& 
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Athens shortly before Phrynichus wrote, vividly illustrates — 
the condition into which the Attic dialect had fallen in 
the first half of the second century A.D. Those who desire 
more information about Lollianus may consult Philostratus, 
de Vitis Sophistarum, I. 23. 526, but he gets more than 
his due in Suidas: AodAtavds. ’Edéowos, coduoris, pabntns 
*Ioalov tod "Acouplov' yeyoras él "Adptavod rod Katcapos- 
éypawe ToAAd. 


IX. 





"Euntvet pou pHdanadc Aére, GAAG KOaTaAMTVEL MOU, Kal 


KATEMTUGG GaUTOD. 





Scaliger proposed to substitute po. for pov after euarver, 
in spite of the fact that éumrver ov seems quite possible 
in late Greek. 

In the Septuagint and the New Testament, éuarve is 
frequently encountered in the sense of the Attic xatamrvw. 
Mk. 10. 34, cal éuraigovow atte Kat paotrydcovow avTov Kal 
éunricovow aita, kal dmoxtevodow aitév: id. 14. 65, Kat 
ipEavtd tives euntvew aiTe: id. 15. 19, kal événTvoy avTo. 
Lobeck quotes from Galen, 13. 940 D, éunrver tots copact 
Tov lov. 

In Attic éumtéw could only be used of spitting 7 a 
vessel, etc., like évoup6, whereas xata7Tvm, katayeA@, Kabv- 
Spite, corresponded to xaroupo. 

It is the same difference which confronts us in éyyéw and 
kataxéw. éyxeiv is legitimately used with the dative in 
the meaning four 7u— 

uebv & &x Kpntnpos adticowr 
oivoxdos popénat kal éyxein demdecow" 
Od. 9. Io. 
pepe THY olvipvow 
i” oivoy éyyéw AaBov és Tovs xdas" 
Ar. Ach. 1067. 
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and xataxém with the genitive in the sense of pour 
over ~— 
cpwty pdda ToAdaKis bypov Edavov 


XalTdwy KATEXEVvE. 
i235 252. 


GAN inmepdv pov Katéxeev TOV XpHaTov. 
Ar. Nub. 74. 
GAN’ éy® cidov dvap, Kal povddxer 7 Oeds adTn 
Tod Ojpov Kataxely aputalyyn mAovOvyleay. 
Eq. I0go. 
Plato, Legg. 800 D, éviore racav Bracdnpiay tév tepov 
kataxéovot. In Rep. 398 A, the preposition is expressed, 
Tov ppov Kata Ths Kepadjs Kkataxéavtes. In late Greek, 
however, éyyéw was used for kxataxéw, just as éumtiw for 
katamt¥m. Synes. Ep. 140, p. 276 C, ré otv morma, kal rats 
émtoToAais Tov daxp¥wv éyxeis ; in such words éy has never 
the force of ov, at, over, in Attic Greek, but, when it does 
not mean 77, is simply intensive. Thus évopé is justly 
used in Ar.. Ach. 1129— 
ev TO XaAklo 
évopG yepovta betArtas pevEovpevor, 
and in Plato, Gorg. 447 B, €v xpynudtwv Kxatackevn Kaxlav 
GAAnv twa evopas 7) Teviav; Dem. 401. 17, pero riva év ait@ 
puxpowrxlay evewpaxos ely. But no genuine Attic writer 
could have used it as Xenophon does in Cyr. I. 4. 27, 
évedpas po, ‘you looked af me,’ though such a use would 
have been tolerated in Ionic and late Greek. On the other 
hand, éy intensive was frequently added to the simple 
verb by the best Attic writers, as évijAAero in Ar. Vesp. 
1305— 
donep Kaxptvwv dvidvov ebwyxnpevov 
évjdAer, éoxlpta, "memdpder, KaTeyéAa. 
évtpaye in Eq. 51— 
evOod, podynoor, évtpay, exe Tpidodor, 
and in some words the simple form had completely dis- 


F 2 
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appeared before the compound, as in éyumimpnt, evoxdd, 
évaytiotpat, etc. In some cases the analogy of the Latin 
zz is so likely to suggest itself, that it is not surprising 
to find éyyeAS generally regarded as the equivalent of 
irrideo, and éunat(m of zl/udo, etc. As a matter of fact, 
it will be difficult to discover a single instance, in Attic 
Prose or Comedy, of éuaifw in the sense of tpoomaiGw or 
katanal(w, of éyyeAd in that of mpooyeAG or karayeAG, and 
of €umvew in that of caramvéw. 
In Aristophanes the éy in évuBpi¢o, Thesm. 719, is simply 

intensive— 

GAN od pa To Oem Tdy’ od xalpwv icws 

evuBpiet Adyous AéEets T dvoctovs* 
and evuBpi¢o might be followed by xard to convey the 
meaning of ka@v8picoua, just as card is used after éyyeAG 
by Sophocles— 


6 8 é€py ddpos Tépavyos, ® Tddas ey, 
Kown Kad’ nav eyyedGv aSptvera. 
OE 1330: 

In Tragedy as in Ionic there is no question that év in 
compounds had occasionally a force similar to that of 
xara or mpds, but such a use must be distinctly denied in 
genuine Attic writers. Accordingly, if Porson’s conjecture 
of éyyeAGou for dyyeAobo. be admitted in the lines of Eu- 
bulus, quoted by the Scholiast on Eurip. Med. 476, the 
word is intended as a hit at Tragic diction— 


Eipiridov & éowoas ws toact oor 


\ lal fal nan 
Kat TOUS ewoltow eyyeAGou Tipacw 


\ tal / 
TO olypa ovdd€~avtes ws adtol cdot. 


THE NEW PHRYNICHAUS. 69 


X. 





Evkotret’ «kali todto amotperou., 





This is the only place in which the word etxoireiy is 
found, although povoxo:rodyev occurs in Aristophanes (Lys. 
592), oxAnpoxoireivy in Hippocrates (338. 23), o7uBadoxouretv 
in Polybius (2.17. 10), and Strabo (3. 155), al@puoKxoireiy 
in Theocritus (8. 78). Phrynichus himself has preserved 
poppoxo.reiv (App. Soph. 70. 5): Poppoxoireiv 7O emt poppyot 
cabevdew. Popuods 5€ €or TAEypa TL ex prA€w. Tarreras ent 
huTpG@s Kal KakKGs Kolwpevwrv, od exdvTwv Kvapaddov. Here 
some particular usage of evxoureiy is doubtless reprehended. 
Lobeck supposes that Phrynichus is deprecating the use 
of its imperative in the sense of good night. Had such 
a usage been classical, it would certainly have been referred 
to by Lucian in his discussion of the different forms of 
address (‘rtp rod é€v TH spocayopevoe: mralcparos), along 
with xaipe, tylaive, Eppwoo. 


DG 





Evyaptcteiv obdeic Ty dokiuwy eltev, GAAG yaptw 


Eleva, 





The word etxdpicros is of some interest. In pure Attic 
writers it occurs neither in the sense of gracious nor 
grateful, but Xenophon employs it in both these mean- 
ings, Cyr. 2. 2. 1, del pev obv éveuédero 6 Képos dams evdxa- 
piordrarol tre apa NOyor euBAnOjoovra: Cyr. 8. 3. 49, Kal 
yap BéAtictov rdvtwv tév Cowv jyeito dvOpwrov elvar kat 
ebxapiotératov. Even edxapioreiv, to be grateful, ebxapiortta, 
gratitude, would not have been out of place in his style. 
The meaning gratias agere is first attached to the verb 
in Polybius, e.g. 16. 25. 1, 6 rav "AOnvatwy biyos e&émeure 
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mperBevtas mpos “Attadov tov Baoiréa rods dua pev edxapi- 
oTngovras ent Tois yeydvoor xre., and became frequent after 
his time. 


2 





“Aptt HE@® UwHdétroTe elmHc émi ToO uéAAOVTOC GAN eri TOO 


EVEGTHKC TOC KAi TOL TAP@YHLEVOU, GpTL Hkw, GpTL AMLKOUHY, 





Two instances of apr. with the future used to be quoted 
from Attic writers, one from Plato, Charm. 172 D, oxeyo- 


pela ei apte Kat jpas dvice, the other from Antiphanes 
(Athen. 8. 338 E)— 


® Zed, tls Tore, 

® Kaddwwddov, cé xaréder dpte tov pidrwv ; 
but dpa 7 has been restored to Plato with manuscript 
authority, and Meineke is unquestionably right in reading 
kaTéderapa Tov pidwyv in the Comic poet. The word does 
not occur in Homer, and appears first in literature in 
Theognis 997— 

nos & néAvos pev ev aidépr povvxas tamovs 

apt. TapayyédAol, peooarov yyap exav. 
Attic writers frequently add viv or veri, as Ar. Lys. 1008, 
apt. veri pavOdve. apr. corresponds exactly to the English 
adverb just, and, like it, may be used both of past and 
present time. évayxos, on the other hand, is always at- 
tached to past tenses— 
évayxos yap more 
bm Gdditapo.B0d mapexdmny d1xoulke. 
Ar, Nub. 639. 

It never occurs in Tragedy, vewort being used insteads 
The latter word is, however, itself an excellent prose form. 
The synonym zpooddrws, so frequent in the Common dia- 
lect, is unknown to Attic, although it doubtless existed in 
other dialects in pre-Macedonian times. Pindar, Pyth. 4. 
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extr. has the neuter of the adjective in an adverbial sense, 
mpoaparov OnBa €evwbels. 

‘Sophocles is the first author in whose writings dpriws is 
encountered as an equivalent of dp7. In writers posterior 
to him both forms are found. The circumstance that in 
Sophocles dpriws occurs thirty-three times, aptu only thir- 
teen times, while in Euripides apt is met with as often as 
éptiws, and in other writers more often, adds some colour to 
the opinion that dpriws was first coined by Sophocles. Cer- 
tainly Aeschylus never employs the term, and that Xeno- 
phon eschews it goes to prove that it was a peculiarly Attic 
formation. In another passage (App. Soph. 11. 19) Phry- 
nichus tells us that the Atticists distinguished between dpru 
and dptiws, but no distinction is traceable in Attic writers. 

The word dp7 is never equivalent to viv in Classical 
Greek. Accordingly, the Anti-atticist in Bekk. An. 79 
must be in error: “Azdprut dyti tod dpti an6 viv. TiAdrev 
Lodiorais. The meaning of dzapri is in Attic very dif- 
ferent. The preposition has the same strengthening force 
that is seen in dmepyd¢ecOa, dxavdpodv. The primitive 
meaning exactly, is not found in Attic, but occurs in Ionic. 
Its Attic signification, just the reverse, quite the contrary, 
is of course due to irony, and dzapri belongs to that con- 
siderable class of expressions by which Athenian vivacity 
lent colour to dialogue and repartee. For example, when 
the Nurse in the Medea would call the Paedagogus a fool 
for estimating their mistress’ passion too lightly, she uses 
a phrase which was probably familiar even to vulgar ears, 
and from attrition had lost the rod vod which originally 
belonged to it— 

GAG o* ev apxi Tha KoldéTTW peoot. 
Eur. Med. 60. 
So firmly attached had its secondary meaning become to 
amapri, that it retained it even in the middle of a sentence, 
and to qualify a verb— 
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? 3 , > S \ Bs , 
OUK, ® Kakodayov, GAA Tovs XpNoTOVS fLovoUS 
x \\ ish \ \ 7 
éywye, Kal tovs de€vovs Kal codpovas 


amaptl mouTnoaL Touow. 
Ar. Plut. 388. 


There is a lucid note on this word in Bekk. An. 1. 418, 
which bears the marks of being by an early and able hand: 
*Araprl: map “Hpoddér@ onpatver TO amnpticpévws kal akpiBdas. 
16 ToUTou eiot aTdS.or xiAvor drapTi eis Tov “ApaBrKdv kéATrov!, Tapa 
d€ Tots Kapuxots, TO €x TOO evavtlov. Pepexpdrns KparamddAAous— 

A. té dat; tl cavtov dmorivew Ted dkiois*; ppacov pol. 
B. dnapti 64 mov mpocdaBeiv mapa Todd eywye maddov. 
Kopiavvot— 
amaptl pev ovv euol pep elkos €or epay, 
gol & ovKéd dpa. 
TlAdrwv Krcopdvti— 
GAN atros amaptl raddOTpL olynoe Pépwv. 
Taxa 6€ 6 TndekAcldns dpolws Td “Hpoddrw kéxpyrau’ 
av 5& dpdviypos adros av 
amaptt TavTns THs TéxVNS, 
pymoT ody TO wey TARpEs Kal amnpticpevov Oray onwatyn dévro- 
veitat, To 6 eévavtlov Baptvera. It is quite possible that 
Teleclides, an early comic poet, used the word in its 
primitive sense ; but in the passage quoted by the Gram- 
marian the context is required to prove that it does not 
bear its ordinary Attic signification. 


Téuayoc Kpéwc AH TAaKobvtoc fH Gptov ovK Opeadc Epet 
Tic, GAAG TOMOC Kpewe H TAaKOodyTOc’ TO de TEeUayoc pOVvOV 


3 \ > ’ 
etl \y6voc, 





This usage, inculcated again by Phrynichus in App. 


1 Hdt. 2. 158; cp. id. 5. 53, dvasoipodvTa: Hyépar amapri éveynnovta: 
Hippocr. 390. 46, &s émt 7d movAd dmapri év Toto: Kaipoior meraBddAdAovat és TA 
popnpara éx Ths Keveayyelns. 

2 MSS. tis abrdv droxreive: TO 5 agsois ; emendayit Lobeck. 
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Soph. 65, and by Thomas and Suidas, is never departed 
from till post-Attic times— 


Gptov Kal Kpéas cal Téyaxos. 


Ar. Eq. 283. 
” / 
aptous, Tewaxyn, pacas. 
Eccl. 606. 
TOAY Xpia TewaxOv Kal KpeOv @TTHLEVOY. 


Plut. 894. 
KeoTpay Teudxn wmeyaday ayabay kpéa 7 dpvidera Kiyndrav. 
Nub. 339. 

How large a place fish occupied in the dietary of the 
Athenians may be indirectly illustrated by the well-known 
saying of Aeschylus given by Athenaeus (8. 347 E), ras 
abirod tpaywdlas teudyn «ivar eAeye TOV “Oprpov peyddrwy 
deimvav. 

In Attic writers téyuos occurs with the following geni- 
tives: dAdavTos, sausage, Pherecrates, Eubulus, Aristo- 
phanes, Mnesimachus ; $voxns, large sausage, Pherecrates, 
Mnesimachus ; xopdijs, small sausage, Cratinus, Axionicus, 
Mnesimachus; yxopdapiov, zd., Alexis; rupot, cheese, Eu- 
bulus, Ephippus ; pajrpas, swine’s paunch, Teleclides ; jvi- 
atpov, tripe, Mnesimachus ; zAakodvtos, cake, Ar. Eq. 1190. 
The distinction between the words is brought into relief 
in Ar. Eq. 1177 ff.— 

IlapAayov. 
TouvTl Téyaxds covdwxev 7) PoBeciotparn. 
*AdXavToTOANs. 
h &® "OBpiyotdrpa y EpOdov ex Cwpod xpéas, 

Kal XOALKos, WVvaTpOV TE, Kal yaoTpos Tdpov. 
Probably Attic stood alone in thus differentiating these 
two kindred words. At all events, in the Common dialect 
the distinction was not observed. . The value of a language 
as a vehicle of expression is enhanced by adroit mani- 
pulation of superfluous forms. English has been greatly 
enriched in this way, as is indicated by the presence in 
literary English, in distinct senses, of elder, older, eldest, 
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oldest, later, latter, last, latest, brothers, brethren, and 
many other words originally identical in signification. In 
fact, there are few better tests of a language than the way 
in which it utilises its waste. 


XIV. 





"Anuvay WH eltHC, GAN elc PHU HETABAAA@Y, auUVaGeaL 
TavTAa Pap Ta TOO PHUATOc eEdvdoKima, Guvvodnat, dudVaceaL, 


FIUUVGUHV, G&UUvODLEV. 


Like wAvvw, and a few other verbs in -Wvw, dytivw has no 
noun from which it may be considered to be derived. 
Verbs in -dvw are few in number, and nine tenths of them 
are, like BaOvrw from Babvs, xaxtvm from Kaxés, aloxtve from 
aioxos, formed from an existing noun by the help of the 
suffix -vvw. Thea in dudve is beyond question euphonic, 
as is seen from the Homeric pdévn (Od. 21. 111), in the 
sense of a putting off, AXN aye, wh ptynor TapéAKeTe KTE., 
and the verb pivoya, employed by Alcaeus in a similar 
sense, ovdé Te puvdyevos GAO vonya. The root is of ex- 
traordinary fertility in Latin, moenia, munio, immunis, etc. 

There are two ways of accounting for the substantive 
dpyvva, which, according to Lobeck, is first found in writers 
of the first century A. D., such as Philo and Plutarch. Either 
it entered the Common dialect from the dialects—a sup- 
position which is supported by the existence of yévy—or 
it was formed at a late date on the analogy of et6vva. 
Of the forty or so verbs in -%vw which are found in Attic, 
evOvvw is differentiated from the others by having an ad- 
jective evOvvos allied to it, and in this respect another verb, 
namely, aicxvvw, meets it half way by having a substantive 
aioxvvn among its kin. As has been shown, épive stands 
on a different footing from either of these words; but yet 
it is quite possible that duvva was due to a false derivation. 
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evdvva evduvos evduva evOurvTnp 
aicxtvo aicxvvn aloyuvTnp 
aptve dpvva GpVVTNP- 


The former explanation is, however, the more probable, 
and receives valuable support from the form yeipdpova, 
Pollux 7. 61, 70 xewpepivov ipdtioy xelwaotpov av dé€yots, Kal 
xAaivay 6& maxelav jv XEtpdpuvay ev Aloxvdos, “Ounpos be 
GdeEdvewov KeKAnKED. 


XV. 





"ArroTassoouat Goi Expudov Tdvu, pH A€retv Gordzouat 
6€. 00TH fap Kai ol GApyaiot ebpickovtat Aérovtec érreLddv 


ATOAAGTTOVTA! GAAHAODV. 


The sense of dzordocew in pre-Alexandrine Greek is 
to assign. Plato, Theaet. 153 E, pnd€é tw’ air® xGpov amo- 
raéns: Dem. 238. 8, év rots ppovptois amoreraypévor, having 
posts assigned them, stationed. ‘The use of the preposition 
is identical with that in dmoBdé7w, and adopd, arordocew 
meaning, fo post in one place, disregarding all others, as 
amoBrérew and ddopay mean, to look in one direction, dis- 
regarding all others. 

The usage referred to by Phrynichus is very frequent 
in late writers, as Nov. Test. Luc. 9. 61, mp@rov 6 énizpe- 
Wov po. amotdgacba rots els tov oikdv pou: Acts 18. 18, 
6 6€ IladAos tots dbéAdois amotakdpevos eFémArAe els tiv 
volar. 

Still more strangely, svvtdcocowat seems to have been 
employed ina similar signification, Pallad. Anth. Pal. 9. 
171, Adyo., ovvtdcoopa tpiv. In the Pseudosophist, Lucian 
tells us how his friend Socrates took off a stranger who 
used the word in this absurd sense (566), Aéyovros 6€ Twos, 


/ 4 > — fal / 
Luveratard pou kal Adxov bE, en, Zevopar eize ovveraaro, 
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opie 
ZHUGVAL, EGHMAVAV, Kat GEpuaval, E8€puavav, kal KaeGpaL, 
ekdbapav’ Kat TabTa Tapa THY Gpyatay ypHotv dia Too a, 


Aeropev de dtd TOO H, GHFival, Bepurival, KAeApat. 





XVII. 


"EpAérnave, pAerudvat’ Kai Tadra dia rod H, 





These remarks of Phrynichus start a question of some 
importance and of great difficulty. As regards verbs in 
-aipw there can be no doubt about the Attic rule; the 
aorist is invariably formed in eta, as aipw, jpa, éxAaipo, 
7xOnpa, Kabaipw, exdOnpa, calpw, éonpa, TeKpalpoyat, éTEK- 
penpaunv. But with verbs in -alyw the case is different. 
As far as the statement of Phrynichus goes it is absolute, 
for verbs in which the -aivw is preceded by mu take eta 
without exception in the aorist tense— 


exMalya e€éunva m™npatve emunva 
beppatvw edépunva Tolatvw emolunva 
Kupatva EKUPNVa onpalya eonunva 
Avpaivouar eAvpnvaynv preypaive epd€éypnva. 


With those verbs in -aiyw which his note does not em- 
brace there is more difficulty. Two classes, however, are 
uniform, namely, verbs in -pafyw and verbs in -tatyw. In 
the aorist of verbs in -palyw the alpha of the present is 
invariably retained— 


/ 3 / - / ) 7 
dvoxepatva edvoyx€epava Enpatve eénpava 
3 / 2 / / Pa / 
epv0paivw = npvOpava TEPALVva eTPEpaVva 

> / + / b] 7 
evppaive nuppava TLKpPatva eTLKPaVa 
p) / BA c / 
€x Opatve nx Opava pave éppava 
Knpaive €xypava vypatva bypava 

/ 3 / e / ef 
papaive éuapava vopatve bdpava 
papatve €wopava Xpalva expava. 





When Veitch, sub papaive, says, ‘In the aorist of this 


THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 77 


verb even the Attics retain a, he adds one more to the 
long list of erroneous remarks which disfigure a work of 
incalculable utility and enormous labour. It is true that 
duererpivaro occurs in Aristophanes, but it is there employed 
to produce a burlesque effect— 
axon 6& xoavyv' Gra dvereTpyvaro. 
Thesm. 18. 

It is only one instance out of many in which Evpitéapioro- 
gavicpds has misled grammarians who regard rather the 
letter than the spirit of Attic law. ‘In the beginning,’ 
Euripides is represented as saying, ‘Ether drilled ears, 
a channel for hearing, and he aptly uses the Homeric 
éretpyvato, going even in language as near the beginning 
as hecan. The Attic form was érpyoa, érpnodyny. 

The verb zpudepatvoya is a passive deponent, and do¢pat- 
vowat has for aorist eoppopunr. 

The rule as to verbs in -:aivw is equally stringent— 


ayptatve nyplava 
paiva éulava 
Tatva erlava 

ig / c pis 
vytatyw tylava 
xAvaiva exAlava. 


Homer uses édinva, as he uses euinva, tdpyva, etc., but if 
an Attic writer, even a Tragic poet, had had occasion to 
use the aorist of d:afyw, he would have replaced édinva by 
éd(ava, just as Euripides replaced éuinva by éulava, and 
bopnvapnv by vtdpavaynp. 

Of the five verbs-in -Aaiyw one only is found in the aorist, 
namely, xoiAaivw, and that has indisputably éxofAava. Ac- 
cordingly, the aorists of the others may be safely formed on 
its analogy— 


éucKoAaive eOvoKo0Aava 
xodaivo €x dAava 
pedatyw euéAava. 


1 The accepted emendation of Dobree for the MSS. dxony 5é xoavns. 
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The fifth verb, ddalva, goes no further than the present 
stem. 

The same method will, on the analogy of kareyAukavaro ! 
and @pyava, supply an aorist €Ace’cava to AevKatva, éxddyava 
to kadyxaiva, noédyava to dcedyalvo, and €Bdokava to Backatvo. 

The few that remain admit of no classification. Aeschy- 
lus has dravnvayévas (Eum. 972), Euripides dvjvacda (Med. 
237), but tcyvava occurs in the same play of Aeschylus 
(267), and in Aristophanes (Ran. 941). Isocrates employs 
xaremjvavres (62. a.), but Aristophanes wemavar (Vesp. 646), 
and Axionicus Auzdvas (Athen. 8. 342 B). 

Ought wantivas in Sophocles (Ant. 1231), and érexrn- 
vavro in Euripides (I. T. 951), to set the law to Araivea, 
axovacTaivw, and dyabaive, or should the last be seriated 
with éxépdava,a common form in Attic? Were the aorists 
of kpadatva and yArdatvopa, expadnva, éxAlbnvapny or expd- 
dava, éxyAldavdpnv, and did Acafyw and dvopeveaivw form their 
aorist with alpha or eta? These questions will always 
remain unanswerable. This, however, is certain, that in 
Attic Greek the four verbs caive, Eaiva, ipaivw, paive, pre- 


ferred eta— 
faiva éfnva tpaivo bonva, 
calvo éonva patvw epnva 


and in the same series the Euripidean word tupcaivw may 
be placed, whereas mvppatvw, if used in Attic, certainly 
formed an aorist émdppava. 


VAT. 








Atopia ésydtac dddkiiov, dvT abtod dé mpobecmiav épeic. 





The écxdrws is certainly not out of place. It is difficult 


* In the Irwxoi of Chionides, quoted by Athen. 14. 638 D— 
TavT ov pa Ata Tvpourmos, ovdé KAcomévns, 
év evvé’ ay xopdais KateyAvKdvaro. 

KaTeyAvinvato is merely a conjecture of Porson’s. 
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to discover how d.wpia came to take the place of mpo0ecpia, 
and to discuss the question would demand an acquaintance 
with the slums of language which few would care to 
possess. 


XIX: 





' n”~ 


’Aveivat €Aai@ A OEet FH GAAG Tvl A€fovoty ol taTpol, 


Tdvu Guadac: det rap dteivar A€retv. 





From the literal signification of let run through, dvievar 
readily came to mean steep, saturate— 


émeit eda 
év TH Ovia o JV OTF0 
vy TH Ovia cvptrapaptyviov doTov 
kat oxivov' eit’ b€er bi€uevos Vpyrrlo, 
KatémAacev avTod Ta BAEPapa xrTe. 


Ar. Plut. 720. 
Alexis, Movnpa (Ath. 4. 170 C)— 


TO Tpluy emimoAns edvpvOuws dreysevov 
d€€1, oc1paiw xpwpatioas KTE. 

Sotades, ’EyxAewpeva (Ath. 7. 293 D)— 
Opiovsr Tavrynv (dptav) Gris eAadio duels. 

The word is frequently so used by Hippocrates, but 
later scientific writers, like Galen, employ dyiéva, which, 
if ever equivalent to é:iéva1, must have developed such a 
meaning from that of dissolve, break up. 


XX. 





Tleptécceusey GAAOKSTODC: Expriv rap eTepiaceuGE AEretv. 





The word repiroetdo is one of the few verbs which are 
not included in the Attic rule, that, whether a verb is com- 


pounded with a preposition, or only appears to be so 
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compounded, it takes the augment after the prepositional 
or pseudo-prepositional syllable or syllables. So accus- 
tomed had the ear become to encounter the augment after 
the prepositions that it was still placed after mpd, éx, imép, 
mept, ent, etc., in verbs directly formed from substantives 
and adjectives compounded with them, and even in verbs 
beginning with syllables identical in sound with preposi- 
tions, but really in no way related to them. Thus, there 
is no gytevdw, oraTG, oT0vdd, paxG, oi7G, daciCoyar, but 
nevertheless the genius of the Greek language demanded 
Tpoepiyrevoa OF Tpovpytevoa, enecTdTovv, Tapectdtnoa, Tpov- 
OTATOVY, TApETTOLONKA, UTEPE“AX OY, TvvediToLY, TpovpaciCounD, 
although the verbs came from zpodirns, emuctdtns, aapa- 
oTdTns, Tapdorovdos, tmepudxos, ovooitos, and mpddaors. 
There is no @mid¢m, but the verb formed from trdémov, a 
black eye, nevertheless retains its first syllable short in 
the tenses which require the augment— 
Kal Tadra damoviws Urwmacpevat. 

Ar. Pax 541. 
emdopricoyat is formed from émddépmuov, dessert, but its 
aorist is émedopmicdpny, not ymdopmicdynv. It is not sur- 
prising therefore that verbs like éwaxpiGw, émapydorepio, 
which come directly from the phrases éw dkpov and é? 
ayporepa, Should form aorists émjxpica and émnudorépica. 

The word émuirndedw is an excellent instance of a verb 
which augments as if it were a compound with a prepo- 
sition, and yet it is formed from the mysterious émurnéés, 
which may or may not be connected with the preposition 
emi. It is, however, consistent, and puts to shame several 
verbs in which the prepositional origin of their first syl- 
lables is beyond dispute. 

There are many facts which indicate that, notwith- 
standing the above rule, the place of the augment was 
in some verbs determined by the vividness with which 
the meaning of the prepositional element was recognized. 
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The history of the augmentation of €vayriodwar puts this 
fact in a very striking light. Ina line of Aristophanes— 
GAAG pajv ov GAO col TH Tpayw evynvTidpcOa, 
Ay. 385. 
all the manuscripts read jvavriéye0a in unabashed disregard 
for the rules of metre. _ Bentley restored the true reading, 
and Porson went with him. But in Attic texts there is 
no other instance of this method of augmenting évavtiotaba. 
Hesychius, however, proves that évnvtiéye0a' should be 
restored to Thucydides, as it has been restored to Aris- 
tophanes: Thuc. 2. 40, kal ra és dperijy jvavTidpeOa Tots 
mwodAots. It is very probable that in many more passages 
forms of évarvtiod.ar with post-prepositional augment were 
originally read, but it is now quite impossible to detect the 
blunder. The comparison of these two passages with others 
from Demosthenes and the Orators, in which the verb cer- 
tainly augments on the first syllable, clearly proves that the 
two elements of évavriodpat, still separable in the time of 
Thucydides and Aristophanes, ultimately coalesced to form 
a thoroughly agglutinative word. There is a similar period 
of uncertainty in many English compound words. At one 
time written with a hyphen, and pronounced with the 
emphasis equally distributed over each element, they 
ultimately become agglutinative compounds and receive 
the accent as far back as possible. It is in this way that 
KaOnpnv and éxadyynv, xpnv and expyy, adler and die, xad- 
iGov and éxdOiGov are to be explained. Aeschylus seems 
even to have used 7jPevyévos as the perfect participle of 
apeto— 
Aevkos, TL & odxt; Kal KadAds jpevpévos 
6 xotpos* pov, pnde AvTNOnS Tupi. 
Athen. 9. 375 E 
In fact, just as évdvrios came to be regarded not as a com- 


' The gloss in Hesychius has got mixed with another, qvrlacev, aarqvTyoev. 
ixérevoe. Oovevdidns be 7d jwridpeOa emi 7H evavyTimpeba, but it is plain that 
évnvti@peba should be restored for hvTimpeda, 


G 


82 THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 


pound of év with dvr.os, but as itself a simple word, so xd@y- 
pat, kadi¢ew, etc., ended in being considered not compounds 
of simple verbs with prepositions, but as themselves simple 
words. This at once explains the consistency with which 
€um0AG and éyyvé take the temporal rather than the syl- 
labic augment. It is true that manuscripts often exhibit 
forms like éveyia, éveyinoa, but only in the simple verb, 
and they are easily explained by other corruptions, such 
as éyydwv and éyyinoa. The temporal augment was in 
copying carelessly dropped, and in later transcripts was 
ignorantly replaced as a syllabic one. 

In such questions manuscript authority merits little con- 
sideration. Thus, inscriptions prove that dvadioxw did, like 
émiTnoevm, augment after the first syllable, not on it; and 
yet, even in the same author, the same manuscript will 
sometimes exhibit the genuine dvjAwoa, advjdoxa, avndhdOnv 
by the side of the corrupt dvdAwoa, dvddoxa, dvaddOnv. 

"Ey70A6, formed from éuroA7, as eyyvé from éyyén, ought, 
like éyyvé, always to receive the temporal augment. In 
éykwpid¢@, on the other hand, the syllabic augment is uni- 
formly employed, évexwpiaoy, evexwpiaca, but never 7yxo- 
piagov, nykwplaca, although the verb is not a compound 
of kwpidgw, but derived from éyxdmiov. In regard to ék- 
kAno.d¢@, manuscripts offer such conflicting evidence that 
it is impossible to decide finally upon the true method of 
augmenting the verb. To my own mind forms like é€exAn- 
giaca, é£exAnolafov, recommend themselves, but perhaps — 
exxAnowd¢@, like évaytiodua, augmented in different ways 
at different periods. This only is certain, that in a lan- 
guage so precise as Attic the same writer did not, as 
manuscripts would indicate, use two kinds of augment in 
the same work and the same page of that work. 

These two opposing tendencies—the feeling that the 
augment should follow syllables like év, mpd, t7ép, etc., 
and the desire to treat verbs like xd@nuar, not as com- 
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pounds, but as simples—naturally led to many irregu- 
larities, the most marked of which was that of double 
augmentation. Forms like dverxéynv and aymioxopny came 
to be regarded as simple words; and the natural result 
was the addition of the temporal augment to the initial 
syllable, dvexydunv and dvecxdunv becoming jverxdpnv and 
qveoxopny, ayrexopnv and durecxdunv ending in jjprerxouny 
and jymecxdunv. These verbs in their turn led to the same 
treatment of others, as in Attic Greek analogy played a 
singularly important part. 

The verbs in which Attic writers employed a double 
augment are eleven in number— 


av7iBoreir, entreat, nvTeBodovv. 
GVTLOLKELD, dispute, NVTEOLKOUY. 
dypioSyreiv, dissent, hpeo BiTour. 
Gpcpryvoetr, doubt, nupeyVvoovr. 
daira, arbitrate, COujT@v. 
dtakovetr, serve, edinKOvour. 
evox\ety, trouble, nvexovv. 
Tapoweir, act as if drunk, eTap@vovr. 
dvovyvivat, open, avewyov. 
avexerOar endure, TNVELX OPV. 
dpméexerOan, have on, NTELX ONY. 


Pierson on Moeris (p. 17, cp. p. xv) long ago observed that in 
Photius and Suidas there was a distinct class of glosses— 
‘per totum opus veluti totidem gemmulae dispersae’—easily 
distinguishable from the rest, not only by their inherent 
excellence, but also by outward marks, such as the precise 
and scholarly way in which confirmatory quotations are 
made. Cobet has demonstrated what Pierson suggested, 
namely, that these are both in Photius and Suidas (and 
sometimes in other lexica) derived from the ’Arrixa ’Ovepara 
of Aclius Dionysius, a rhetorician who flourished in the 
early part of the second century A.D. 
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In the present question his glosses are of incalculable 
value as the verbs do not happen to occur in stone monu- 
ments, and metre, for various reasons, is of little service, 
while the remarks of other grammarians are as foolish and 
unintelligible as the manuscripts of Attic texts are con- 
tradictory and corrupt. 

In Photius, sub jvelxero, is a gloss evidently from the 
pen of Dionysius: ’Hvetyero kal jvdxdrer Kal jenkder Kal 
nvTeBore Kowdv TOv ArTiKdv idiapa. Even here the copy- 
ists exhibit jv7/BdAe, as they do in Aristophanes, Eq. 667— 


6 8 qvtTeBoreL y adrovs dAlyoy pelvar xpdvor, 
and in a fragment of the same writer preserved in Ath. 
12, p. 525 A— 


emKoAovovy KiVTEBCAOVY TPOTKELPLEVOL. 


The Etymologicum Magnum, however, p. 112. 52, puts 
it beyond question that Aristophanes used the forms with 
two augments. After quoting dvreBd\noe@ from Pindar 
(Olym. 13. 43), and from Homer (Il. 16. 847)— 

Tovovro. 0 ef Tép pou eelkoow dvTE3ddAncar, 
it adds the words, 76 6& wap’ Apiotopdver ev "Audiapdo bid 
Tov €, HVTEBOANGE, OVO KAloELsS UTEOTN. 

The evidence of a scholar like Dionysius, who wrote at 
a time far anterior to all our manuscripts, is quite con- 
vincing, especially as there is the confirmatory evidence 
of the Etymologicum Magnum (11th century A.D.), also 
older than most of our texts, and the authority, such as 
it is, of the best manuscripts, for the double augment of 
the verbs dytiducO and dydicBnt6 in Demosthenes, and 
audtyvoé in Plato}. 

* qvredixe, best MS., S in Dem, 1006, 2; 1013. 23. 7pec. S alone or with 
others in Dem. 818. 9; 820. 26; 899.11; 1000. 3, etc. Observe the place of the 
second augment, 7jp-e-s-Bnre. dppeoBHrer, in Inscript. from Priene, of date 
between Ol. 133 and Ol. 160, confutes any who may choose to deny such 


a position for an augment. 7upéyvoe in best MSS. of Plato, Soph. 236, and 
nepeyvinoe in id. 228, Polit. 291; the others, dppe-, duy-, iupn-. 
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Another of the glosses of Dionysius, in Suidas under 
*Ave@yeioay, and in Bekker’s Anecdota, p. 399. 24, estab- 
lishes the Attic usage as regards dvotyvupi: "Avé@yev, odxt 
av eae: S; \ / x 
NVOLYE, KaL avEe@yeTO, Kal Opacvdcortt y 7) O— 

€ > b) / ‘\ 4 
n O avewye THY Ovpav 
Oetrahj— 
Kal TO KEpdpov 
dvéwxas’ des, tepdovd’, olvov Trodv 
Evrodus IéAeoww— 
a > Saas, , se , eae 
ov ovK avéwEa TTT avOpdTols eyd 
Pepexpatns Kparara\Aois— 


> \ \ 95 / > TINS aS eee. Ui ie 
ovdels yap ed€xeT, OV) avewye por Ovpav. 


c 


There is no difficulty about zapow6 1, évoyAG, and duméxo- 
pat”. Double augmentation is in their case allowed by 
all; but some Grammarians throw doubts upon it in the 
remaining verbs, d.aiT@, dvaxové, and dvéxoyar. There are 
numerous instances of the imperfect and aorist of dvéxouat, 
in both Tragic and Comic verse, but they are found under 
circumstances which: give little or no indication of Attic 
usage. Thus either single or double augmentation is 
possible in the lines Arist. Nub. 1363, 1373, Thesm. 
593, Eq. 412, Ach. 709; Aesch. Cho. 747, Agam. 905, 
1274; Soph. Trach. 276, Phil. 411, etc.; while Arist. Lys. 
507; Soph. Ant. 467, are too corrupt to be used on 
either side. It is true that dvecydunv must be read in 
Arist. Pax 347— 

TOAAG yap averxopnv Tpdypara KTE. 
but its position in a paeonic hexameter at once takes it out 
of the inquiry. 

The question is, however, set at rest by Euripides. He 

* Moeris, p. 332, merapavnnev ’Arrixoi, mapoivicey (sic) “EAAnves. 


* Gramm, Coislin, Bekk. Anecd. 3. 1285, dumréxopa, jynexdunv, Kal jpme- 
axépny. 
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uses, it is true, the old form dveoydunv when his verse 
demands it— 
ov & ovK dvéoyxov' Tovyap ovkér’ edkXeels, 
Hipp. 687. 
just as he uses, like other Tragic poets, old words like ép- 
X@pat, €pxov, épxerOai, TéEw, oTelxw, etc., by the side of fa, 
101, tévar, ré€oprar, Epxojat, but the occurrence in his verse 
of the unquestionably new formation jvecydsunv proves 
that the manuscripts are right in generally exhibiting 
nvecxouny and jvecxounv— 
"OhupTov jvécxovto & MapTNKOTEs. 
Lei As enG 
The case for évairé depends upon a fragment of the 
‘Hyperbolus’ of the Comic poet Plato, preserved in He- 
rodian (Ilept Aéfews povijpovs, p. 20. 1)— 


60 od yap nrrikiev, ® Motpa pédau, 
° > c /, \ , 3 /2 / 

adh o7oTe pev xpein “SinTouny déyewv, 
épacke 6n Tw pny, Omore 8 eimely déov 
OAlyov, 6 Au ov edeyev. 


The point lies in the attempt to reproduce the deliberate 
and cautious pronunciation of one unfamiliar with the 
dialect, who, nevertheless, misses those refined sounds 
which his ear is not yet sufficiently trained to catch—the 
y between two vowels in 6Atyos, and the light vowels be- 
fore and after the 6 in ediyréunv. To the prominent sounds 
he gives more than their due emphasis. 

The Attic forms of the augmented tenses of d:axové are 
dependent merely upon the argument from seriation, which 
in Attic Greek is of no small authority. In Eur. Cycl. 
406, for kat dunxdvovy, xadinxdvovy should be read— 


expystropny Kixrome Kadunkovovr. 


With these eleven verbs the compound of 6p06 with éxé 
and ava may best be classed. That éemyvdpdovr, érnvdpaxa, 
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ernvaplotpny, ernvaplacdyny, emnvepOopmat, and érynvwpbcGOnv 
were the only forms known to Attic, is never called in 
question. It is, however, the only compound of 6p@@ which 
has this peculiarity. 


XXI. 


2ZmiAoc’ Kat ToOTO MuAdtTov, AEre de KHALC, 





The forbidden word should probably be written otros, 
as in its compound do7muos the iota is short. 

In the sense of xjAus the word is unquestionably late ; 
but Hesychius quotes it in the sense of rock, from the 
Omphale of the Tragic poet Ion—ozmdop Hapvacotav—a 
usage also found in Aristotle, de Mund. 3. 392. 30, and 
Arrian(?), Peripl. Maris Rubri. p. 12, while om:Adéys in Poly- 
bius shows that oziAos was to him also equivalent to omAds. 
The words of Hesychius, s. v., are, ozidos* KnAcs, pUTos twartov, 
méTpa TwHpaeodns, yf KepapiKy, and they suggest one plausible 
origin for the late meaning «jis. Originally meaning 
rock, it came to signify successively porous rock, rotten- 
stone, clay, and clay-stain, till Paul could employ it meta- 
phorically, as in Ephes. 5. 27, tiv éxxAnolay pa exovoay 
ontdov 7) putida, and Dionysius of Halicarnassus apply it 
to men with the meaning dregs of humanity, Ant. 4. 24. 
698, eis rovrovs ppévro Tods OvoTEeKKabdprovs omlAovs Ek THS TOKEWS 
dmoBhémovtes of ToAOl bvoxXeEpatvovor Kal TPOBEBAnVTAaL TO Cos. 

‘Without doubt there is an enormous culf between these 
meanings and that of the Homeric omAds, as seen in 


Od. 3. 298— 


s > an 
ai pev ap v0 7AOov, orovdn & HAvEav CdeOpov 
¥ > x lal ~ 
dvopes, aTap vids ye ToTl omiAddecow eagay 


/ ry 
KUPLAT 


but even omAds is used by Theophrastus, C. P. 2. 4. 4, 
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in the sense of clay, and the Latin pwmer passed through 
some of the same stages of meaning. J. H. Heinrich 
Schmidt, in his Synonymik der Greich. Sprache 51, though 
evidently considering the two meanings, ‘ stone’ and ‘stain,’ 
as belonging to two distinct words, yet bridges the gulf 
between them by quoting the following passages :— 
Strabo, 16. 4. 18, épos yap maparelver tpaxd Kat tWndrdv? 
ITOpELal oTIAAH@dELS Expt THs Oadattns: Polyb. 10. Io. 7, ra 
d€ Aowra TeEpiexeTat AdHors Svol pev oGpEivots Kat Tpaxéou, 
dAXrous 6€ Tpiol ToAY pev yOaparwrépois, ocmIA@deot Be Kal 
dvoBaros: Arist. H. An. 5. 15 fin., pvetar pev ody Ta doTpia 
kaddrep elpntar, pvetar 0 atrdv Ta pev ev Tevdyeot, Ta O ev 
Tots aiytaAdots, Ta 8 ev Tols omAGdeoL TOOLS, Evia 6 ev Tots 
okAnpots Kat tpaxéor. The variants for omAddeot in the 
last passage, viz. myA@dect and mveAddeor, are evidently 
glosses, but correct glosses, that have crept into the text. 

Against this view, that o7miAos and o7muAds, originally 
meaning ard stone, degenerated in meaning as the 
language aged, may be set another, namely, that omiAos= 
knAts came into the Common dialect from some unregarded 
corner of Greece, in which it survived as another form of 
mivos. Curtius supports the latter view by the Bohemian 
word ‘spina,’ which forms a connecting link between zivos 
and o7midos. 

The former view is unquestionably the true one. There 
is no trace of omiAos=ivos, knAts till a late period; we can 
track omidos, rock, through an easy gradation of meanings 
historically consecutive, from the beginning to the close of 
Greek literature, and surely the degradation of dpti, azo- 
Taooopual, and éeyaTvw, to limit ourselves to words already 
discussed, is sufficiently marked to make that of o7iAos 
neither surprising nor impossible. 


THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 8g 


XXII. 


“AvetAetv BiBAtov dia TOO ETEpou A, KaktoTOV’ GAAG dtd 


Tay SU0, GavelAAeLv. 


It is possible that in this passage Phrynichus wrote 
avikXev, as in the next remark but one dA7jAimTar should 
replace dA7jAeim7ar. In the App. Soph. 20. 1, the true 
form of the latter word has been preserved, and in 19. 14, 
aviddew is read: ’AvidAew BiBAlov' of pev GAXAOL Teptomoor 
THv AeEw, Kal 60 Evds A ypddovow' otTw kal 7d eiAAew. It 
is no rare error for copyists to go further still, and to 
substitute for the true word the very form against which 
a grammarian is warning his readers. Cobet, Var. Lect. 
361, is very confident: “Ei\Aew et ida et composita saepe 
apud Hesychium leguntur, cui redde eiciNtew’ ciodyeuy, 
eiceAatvew pro clondeiv, et égi\dew* exBadrciv pro éeferdeiv, et 
katihkew pro xareideiy, et ouviddepeva’ cvotpedpdpweva pro 
gvuvetAdpueva, et ouvitas’ cvvetdjoas pro ouveidas. Vera forma 
conspicitur nunc in pulchro Euripidis senario de Sphinge, 

ovpav brikaw bind eovTdTovy Bacw, 

ubi in libris est ta7AAaca et imjdac’. Verum vidit Valck- 
enarius in Diatr. p. 193. Aristophani in Ranis vs. 1066, 
pro paxklows mepierAAduevos redde epiiAdyevos ex Photii 
annotatione: meprerAdwevos’ TepretAnodyevos, quod ex illo 
loco sumptum est, ut centena ex Aristophane vocabula in 
Photii Lexico sine Poetae nomine explicantur ex antiquis 
Scholiis, quae nescio unde Photius nactus est multo meliora 
nostris. In Euripidis Helena, vs. 452, 


& pn mpooetrer xeipa pnd O0er Bia, 
legendum arbitror pi) mpdo1Ade yelpa.’ 
The forms in -ém are of course past praying for, and 
must be banished without recall, not only from Attic writers, 
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but also from the texts of Homer and Herodotus. They are 
as desperately late as GAndew for ddeiv, Kadwwd6 or Kadrlw 
for Kadivde, who for vido, viGew for viv, Aovouat for Aodua, 
xévvup. for xm, and many others which now disfigure the 
pages of Classical writers. The evidence for the spelling 
etAAw is, however, much greater than that for ~AXw. It is 
true that in Ar. Nub. 762 the Ravenna has 7AAe, not «ZAXe, 
which the other manuscripts exhibit; but in Plato, Tim. 
40 B, they are by no means the best codices which present 
ihAopevnv. The utter futility of regarding manuscript 
authority in a question of this kind will be acknowledged 
by any one who studies the variants in this passage of 
Plato, or in Tim. 76 B, 86 E, The readings in 40 B are 
these, ciAAopevyy, ciAAopevnv, iAdouEevnv, tAAopevyY, EiAopévyy, 
eihoupernu, €ihovpevnv. 

The word does not seem to occur in Attic Inscriptions, 
but the authentic history of the aorist of rivw is strongly 
in favour of the diphthongal spelling. The aorist of tivo, 
anotive, etc., is in stone records always represented with 
a diphthong, retoar, dmoreioat, exretoat, etc., down to the 
second century B.C., at which date forms like dmoricacOat 
begin to appear. Admirable confirmatory evidence is 
afforded by the proper names Teodpevos, Teloavdpos, 
Tewolas, Tewcivaxos, Tewcidaos, which in stone records 
appear consistently with the diphthong, whereas codices 
prefer the simple vowel. The same is true of TefOpas and 
TeOpdovos [see Herwerden, Test. Lapid. pp. 36, 66]. As 
to the sfzritus asper, the compounds imiAAw and karlAdw 
are hardly necessary to prove its non-existence. It was a 
pastime of inferior Grammarians like George Choeroboscus 
—the érvupov of his name is worthy of remark—to exercise 
their ignorant ingenuity in making two words out of one, 
and differentiating its meaning by the breathing. Inscrip- 
tions demonstrate that the Athenians often blundered in 
their h’s, but they did not make the error scientific. 
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XXIII. 





Thoduat obv TH uv A€fav, OVK GpOdc Epeite’ mona rap 
€oTU TO Gpyatov, Kai mLOuevoc avev Tob v. Atay b€ 6 @iAd- 


GOMPOC GUV TH U AEFHV GuapTavet. 





The same statement is made by other Grammarians, and 
Athenaeus (10. 446 E) adds instances from the Poets: 
Iliowar 6€ Gvev rod v Aexréov, exreivovtas b€ TO 1, OtTw yap 
éxet Kal TO “Opnpixdv— 

miouev ex Botavns* 
kal “Apiotopayns “Inreto1.— 
KoUToT ék TavTov pe Hnuav Teta ToTNpiov 
Kal ev GAAols— 
TiKpOTAaToV olvoy THEpov TleL Taxa 
eviote 6€ Kal cvaTéAAovat TO 1, ws TAdrwv ev Tais ad’ tepav— 
ov dotis adths exalerar TA xpHyata’ 
kal ev L0ppaxt.— 
kal tlec® vowp TOAD. 

Probably zodpa: should be removed even from Xeno- 
phon (Symp. 4. 7), but in writers like Aristotle it should 
doubtless be retained. In another place of the Symposium 
the future zaodyar occurs (9. 2), but in the mouth of 
a Syracusan. The Attic form was doubtless zafcopa, 
as all forms with & like waifas and mémavyyar, were un- 
questionably un-Attic, and should be removed, with manu- 
script authority, from such passages as Plato, Euthyd. 
278 C. In genuine Doric writers the case is different, as 
in Theocr, 14. 22, “Avxov eldes;” emarEé rus. 

In Ar. Pax 1081, xAavootpe0a occurs in hexameters, 

' Even into the text of Athenaeus copyists have imported the late mei, 
adding the gloss ds dd rod motpa before éviore. This is a signal instance of 


the transcribers’ habit, already mentioned, of altering the text of Grammarians 
so as to present the very forms on which an interdict is being put, 
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and alongside of forms like paxdpeoou, kev, tyevatot (opt.), 
gvdAdmdos, and others. It was, of course, as unknown to 
Attic as mwotpa. The future of the unsavory yéG must 
be left unsettled. There is no line of verse in which 
xéoouar may not be read as easily as yeoodya (Ar. Pax 
1235, Vesp. 941, Lys. 440, 441, Fr. 207), but the latter 
has the manuscript influence on its side. That, however, 
is absolutely valueless in such questions. In Alexis (Ath. 
12, 516 D)— 


BN n / \ ‘f 
€dv Tapade col, TpooKaredet ToVs daKTvAOUs, 


almost all the codices read zpockarede?, although no fact 
is better established than that dopa, not édodua, was the 
Attic future of éc@im. Moreover, the only exceptions to 
one of the most comprehensive facts of the Attic dialect— 
the fact that all verbs denoting bodily or functional activity 
are either deponents throughout or deponents in the 
future tense—are due to the copyists importing the late 
Active forms into our texts by adding a sigma to the 
second person singular. What dependence can be put on 
leaders like these? The Attic future of véw, swim, was 
unquestionably vevoowat, but in Xen. An. 4. 3. 12, exdvvtes os 
vevoopevot, the original vevodwevor supported by Hesychius— 
vevodueba, vicoweba, 
appears in the manuscripts as vevoovmevo, Tevodpevol, oTEV- 
cépevot. From the last two words the true form may be 


elicited. 
As long as the metre protects tvevooua it is safe— 


evmvevoouar THO’ etme, Thu dikn XEpas. 
Eur. Andr. 555. 


\ SS \ \ / > 3 4 
TAXV O€ TPOS TATPOS TEKY’ ExTVEVOETAL. 
H. F. 886. 


When that support fails, tvevooduar at once appears— 


\ / \ _ 4 Sf, 
TO AnkvO.ovy yap TovtTo TVEvVcETAL TON, 
Ar. Ran. 1221. 
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where all the manuscripts have mveveeirar. In Theocritus, 
as a Doric writer, mAcevootpai is in place, 14. 55— 


a , p 
mrevoodpar Kyyov SiaTovTios, OUTE KAKLOTOS 


but it must be carefully corrected in the texts of Attic 
writers. It is absurd to read mAcVoowa and mAevootuar in 
different passages of Thucydides, and of Demosthenes, and 
other Orators. It is but another instance of the ignorant 
uncertainty of transcribers which was above (p. 60) so clearly 
demonstrated in the case of dzwfev. No editor would 
now vary with the manuscripts in reading dmo0ev or amadev 
indifferently, and why should a verb receive different 
treatment from an adverb? The Attic future of wAéw 
was mActoopat, as the Attic form of the adverb was dzwéev, 
"A7obev and mAevooipa are equally late. z 
In Theocr. 3. 50— 
ds Tocoiy’ extpnoer, 60 ov Tevocicbe BEBador, 
the Doric future wevoodyar is as much in place as the 
Doric present revOopar in 13. 36 (12. 37)— 
. xpvaov orotn 
mevOovrat, yi) padAos eTHTULoY, apyvpaporBol 
but in an Attic writer tevcodya is intolerable. Accordingly, 
it must be removed from the only passage of Attic in 
which it occurs. All manuscripts of Aeschylus exhibit 
the genuine form zedoe. in P. V. 963, Ag. 266, Eum. 415, 
419, 4543; mevoova in Ag. 599; mevoerar in Eum. 503; and 
nevoecbe in P. V. 642: but, by some unaccountable fatality, 
mevoeio0a. has manuscript authority in P. V. g88— 
el mpocbokds eyod tT. mevoecOan Tapa, 
although, fortunately for the text of those nerveless editors 
who justly trust the pen of a nodding transcriber in pre- 
ference to their own reason, some codices have retained 
TevoerOa. 
The future of evyw has escaped corruption almost by 
a miracle. In Thucydides and Xenophon ¢ev€opai is 
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always read ; in Demosthenes, who uses it with frequency, 
the manuscripts consistently exhibit the genuine form, ex- 
cept in one passage (990. 4), in which evécioOar appears 
by the side of pevéerOa. In Plato the corrupt pevfodpar 
seldom presents itself, perhaps only in three places, Legg. 
635 C, pevéeirar: id. 762 B, amopev€eicOa: Rep. 432 D, 
exevéeio0ai: and these must be at once corrected to har- 
monize with gevfoua, Apol. 29 B; pev&er, Crit. Gigs Ct 
pevferar, Rep. 592A; pevéducda, Theaet. 181 A; hevéovrat, 
id. 168 A; anopevfera, Apol. 39 A; éxpedéera, Soph. 
235 B; expevfeo0a, Symp. 189 B, etc. As to the Poets, 
Aeschylus and Sophocles are free from corruption, but the 
texts of both Euripides and Aristophanes have been tam- 
pered With. These writers certainly employ the Doric 
future of this verb when the verse demands it— 


Evop® yépovta dethias evEovmevor. 


Ar. Ach, 1129, 
épnov arodimovte Tro. hevéovpeba. 
Plut. 447. 
el wy tl y adr@ ddvtes amopev€ovmeda. 
Av. 932. 


kat EvuTrepavar ppovrld 7 pevéovpea. 
Eur. Med. 241, 
TOUMOD yap ov jor pportls, ef pev€odueba. 
Id. 346. 
nets 6€ cor pevodper, ov pevEovpcba. 
Bac. 659. 
ovd ad ro dewodv tpoomddrov hevéovucba. 
. Hel. 500. 
Tetoays, dv adda Tiva oyny hev€oducba ; 
Id. 1041. 
This licence may be regarded as the converse of that 
which even Comic poets did not scruple to use in the case 
of datives plural in -avox(v), -ovwr(v), third persons plural op- 
tative middle in -ofaro, and the insertion of ¢ before -0a 
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of the first person plural middle and passive. The latter 
was a licence derived from an old stage of the language, 
the former, which embraces futures like qevfotua, was 
an anticipation of later usage. But just as -aiou(v), -ovor(v), 
-olaro, -weo0a never appear except when the metre abso- 
litely demands them, so evfod.a: was undoubtedly never 
employed cztra necessitatem. And in Ar. Ach. 203— 


SON 


éyo b& hevEoual ye Tovs *Axapvéas, 
as in Eur. Bacch. 798, Med. 604, and Hipp. 1093, no 
attention should be paid to the codices. 

This is not the only instance in which a general rule can 
be elicited from a particular statement of Phrynichus. 
Just as in Arts. 16, 17 above his particular rule was shown 
to be general, namely, Verbs iu -paivw and -atpw form their 
aorists with eta, not alpha, so here his dictum as to the future 
of zivw has been proved to be generally true. The Doric 
future in -odpar was practically unused by Attic writers. 


MXIV. 





*HAeINTGL, KATMPUKTAL OV yOH, GAAG diTTAGGlaee THY MOdvHYV 
d ) § Pp 


Gomep ot A@xvatot, GAHAEITTOL, KATOPApPUKTOL, 





XXV. 


ee 





“Quoke TEAEWC GHOEC* YPH FAP OU@pOoKE Aé€fetv. 








These two paragraphs put in a very clear light the 
character of the work of Phrynichus. As just stated, it is 
fragmentary to a degree, and his rules are rarely general. 
To learn facts in this way is not only difficult but puerile, 
and the aim of this book will have been attained if it 
demonstrates that there are certain general facts relating 
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to the Attic dialect which explain many phenomena in its 
literature, and introduce law and symmetry into the 


language itself. 
The perfects with the so-called Attic reduplication are 


these— 

aKove akyKoa 
adcipa adAnAupa GAHALaL 
ae aAndrepat 
apo apijpop.as 
eyelpw eYNYEp|Lau 
a7) e6760Ka eOnSEoTpAL 
ehatyw eAjAaka eAjAapat 
eAEyX eAnACypar 
px oat édjrvda = * 
OANVpL oAG\EKa dAwha 
OPVUILL Op.epoKa Opopopat 
éptoow bpspvxa Spdpvypat 

[ Pepa | evijVvoXa EVIVEY LAL. 


The peculiarity of the reduplication consists in the fact 
that, after augmenting in the ordinary way, they place 
their initial vowel with the following consonant before 
the augment. Thus, opvxa, Spvyyat, would be the re- 
gular perfects of dpticow, but in Attic the syllable ép- was 
thrown before each. In the perfect passive of dxovw this 
was not done, but the simple augment sufficed, 7#Kovopat. 
There can be no question that dA7Aexa and dpypoxa, though 
not found in our texts, were yet in ordinary use ; but it is not 
so certain what was the active perfect of éAéyxw. It is well 
known that jveyxas and jvéyxare were common Attic forms, 
but the fact that in the two large classes of verbs—those 
in -vvw and -aivwe—together numbering over one hundred 
verbs, only one perfect active regularly formed occurs, 
brings into suspicion all perfect active forms not found in 
Classical texts in which the combination -yxa is found. 
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Moreover, the one exception referred to, namely, dzo- 
mépayka, occurs only in one writer, Dinarchus, who wrote 
towards the close of the Attic period, after which perfects 
of the objectionable kind like jjoxvyxa, xexépdayxa became 
common enough. For this reason a just suspicion must 
rest upon éA7j\eyxa. 

A similar difficulty confronts us in éye/pw. There may 
have been an éyijyepxa in use, as even the passive perfect 
has been preserved only in one passage (Thuc. 7. 51), but 
it is always difficult to reconstruct a verb not perfectly 
regular. Of all regular vowel verbs, and of verbs in -/@@ 
and -d¢w, the perfect may be confidently used, whether or 
not it happens to occur in Classical Greek. However ses- 
quipedalian, such forms were never eschewed, yeyupvaoudp- 
xnka, KexadArepnxa, and similar words being employed as 
often as their need was felt. By the sober use of the 
theory of probabilities the existence of many forms not 
found in our texts will ultimately be established ; but this 
is not the place to start so tedious and intricate an in- 
quiry. 

The question of the insertion of sigma before the ter- 
minations of the perfect indicative passive is one of great 
difficulty; occasionally verse establishes the true form, 
as in the case of durepi— 

TovTl TO Tpaypa TavTaydbev Evvoudpora. 


Ar. Lys. 1007. 
dpdpota. yap Opkos ex Oedv peéyas. 
Aesch. Ag. 1284. 
But the untrustworthiness of manuscripts is demonstrated 
by the circumstance that, as soon as the support of metre 
is withdrawn, the sigma appears— 


*° 4o9 y” ia ‘ , / / 
ev vuv Td tate, Zevs OM. W/LOOTAL TATI/P. 
Eur. Rhes. 816. 


In Dem. 505. 29 it is only the best manuscript (Paris S.) 
which has retained the primitive hand éy 7 yéypamrau kat 
H 
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dpepotra. The true form of the perfect passive of a4\é has 
barely escaped corruption in a passage of the T'vvaxopavia 
of Amphis, quoted by Athenaeus, 14. 642 A— 


A. 7jdn tor aKovcas Biov 
dAnAewevov ; B. val. A. todr exety’ €oTw cadpds’ 
dpntes, olvos 700s, Wd, onoapmat, 
pupov, otépavos, avdntpis. B. & Atookdpa, 


dvopata TOV badexa Oedv SreAnAvOas. 


The passage itself well explains the meaning of ios 
dAndevevos, and the explanation of Suidas is hardly re- 
quired, dAnAecpévos Bios emt tév ev adpdovia tay EmiTHdElwr 


évrwv. Schweighaeuser and Dindorf edit— 


ll 
non ToT aKoveas Bloy aAnAecpEevor 


a3 3 a 2 v 3 
. Ql TOUT €EKEely EoTW Tapas 


but the manuscripts, for a marvel, do not offer the late 
dAnecpevov, and the former arrangement unquestionably 
restores the hand of the Comic poet. In Thuc. 4. 26, 
elodyew oirov dAndewevov, the corrupt dAnAeopevoy appears 
in some manuscripts. In most cases, however, verse helps 
the inquirer but little, as the penultimate is often long 
even without the sigma, and if not, the word occurs in a 
part of the line in which either form may stand. 

Sometimes a corruption has preserved the original read- 
ing, as in a fragment of Aristophanes found in Stob. Flor. 
121. 18— 


399 5 2 A Pl J \ 
ovd av T08 ovtTws eaTtedavapevolr VvEKpOL 


> / > 399 xX / / 
TpouKeimed ovd Gy KaTAKEXpLEvoL pvpOLs, 


where the codices exhibit xataxexpysevor. To all Attic 
writers the perfect without sigma should be restored to 
xXpiw, as to Koviw, pnviw, etC.—Kéypysal, KEKOVIMAL, PEUNVILAL, 
as xpiva, pnviya, etc., not xpiopa, pyvicpa. 

On the other hand, éexpicOnv, not éypiOnv, was the ancient 
form of the aorist. It seems as if this sigma would tax 
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the most powerful of human memories; one rule, however, 
of great usefulness can be formulated. J/ the aorist passive 
has not the sigma, the perfect also ts without it. Thus the 
absence of the sigma in xexéAovwar may be proved by 
Thuc. 7. 66, where the genuine kxoAov#Gor is preserved, 
not only by the better manuscripts, but also by the cor- 
ruption dxovAdé. So the unquestioned éo#@nv establishes 
the perfect c¢owpai—a form which is confirmed by Photius, 
S. V. c€owtat: Séowra kal ceowpevos of Tadarol dvev Tod o, 
kal dreCwpevor hynot Oovkvdidys, of b& vedtepor céowopar. Now 
in Thuc. 1. 6, the passage referred to, all manuscripts ex- 
hibit the late dveCwopeévor, as TepreCwopevas in Ar. Av. 1148, 
although stone records support the statement of Photius, 
dreCmpevar, déCwTa, and tméwrar being quoted from in- 
scriptions of the best Attic times, whereas no form with 
o is ever found. Accordingly, with manuscript authority, 
aécwrat has to be restored to Eur. I. T. 607, and to Plato, 
Crit. 109 D; 110 A. In fact, céowora is as late as due- 
poora: and ddnAeopevov. 

This fact, that the sigma, if unknown in the aorist, is not 
found in the perfect, demonstrates what might otherwise 
be liable to question, that the sigma in the indicative and 
participle of the perfect came from the infinitive, where 
it was always inserted before theta—éyepocba, édijracba, 
apnpooOat, KékAavobar, KkexeAcvoOar, kexddovoba, etc. In fact, 
AéAvoOa is as unquestioned as A€Avpat, and dydépoocba as 
dpuépowat, and as neither in dvvups nor Avw had the sigma 
passed from dyépoodar and A<Avoba to opdOnv and €dAvOn», 
still less had it passed to dudépopa and AeAvpat. Take the 
two verbs yryvécxw and titpdcxw. The aorist of yuyvdoKw 
as certainly had the sigma, éyydéo0nv, as that of titpécKw 
was without it, érpé@nv. Accordingly, in its perfect turpé- 
axw could not have the sigma, while yryyéoxw might either 
have it or want it. As a matter of fact éyywopat is as 
securely established as rétpwyat. This rule extends the 


H 2 
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utility of verse, as, if verse shows that the aorist of a verb 
was without sigma, the true form of the perfect follows as 
a matter of course. 
Aesch. Eum. 283— 


Thus éAjAapat is proved by 7AdOnv, 


PolBov Kkabappois 7AGOn yxoLpoKTovots, 
and dpypopar by npd0nv, Soph. O. R. 1485— 

marip epavOny evOev avtos npddnp, 
and dadmmjpypa. by a line of the Anyrrpios 7) Pir€raipos of 
Alexis (Ath. 2. 36 E)— 

TovTwY atavTwY, anapvbévta THY ave. 
There is no exception to the law, and the inquirer will 
readily extend the subjoined list— 


ehovdnv €Aovpat nvuénOnv nuénar 
avnrobnv avndo@par eTLNOnv TET [LLL 
explOnv KEK PLL expadnv KEKpapLat 
eT Onu TETIOPLAL €oTp@Ony eoTpapar 
edd0nv d€dopau edurvnOnv dedvvnyar 
erdOnu TETAPLAL eBovdnOny BeBovAnpat 
eoTddnv EOTapau EBrAnOnv  BéeBAnpar 
eBadnu BeBapa exavdnv KEKQUPLAL. 
jpaprnOny — ijpaprna 





A diligent searcher would perhaps find manuscripts in 
which each of these perfects and aorists is read with 
sigma, and bless Hermes for his luck. Such grammarians 
would have worse fortune if they searched for sparks of 
reason in themselves. In Dem. 214 29, év rots tapaBeBa- 
péevows Spxors, all the manuscripts have wapaBeBacpévors, as 
all but one had épépoora in 505. 29; but can a reasonable 
man doubt for a moment that the form with o was im- 
ported into the text at an age when é8dcOnv strove for 
supremacy with éBavOnv? 

To the above class, consisting of verbs which have never 
sigma in the aorist, and consequently are always without 
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it in the perfect passive, belong all verbs in -evw, except 
Aedw and xedevw, all contracting verbs in -dw, except the 
only disyllabic one, xd, all contracting verbs in -éw which 
have eta in the aorist passive, and all contracting verbs in 
-dw, with alpha long, except xpdywac and 6p6. Wecklein 
would deprive even xeAeUw of the sigma (Cur. Epigr. 62), 
but there is no question that éxeAedoOnv and édevoOnv were 
the genuine aorists of Aedw and kededw. Like yevo, deva, 
eJw, and vedw, these verbs stand on a different footing 
from other verbs in -e¥o. Photius quotes xarayevodeis, 
Suidas, ete/s, and édev0nv is found in Hippocrates and 
Theophrastus, but there is no instance of the aorist of veto. 

"ExpioOnv is of course undisputed, but édpdc0nv may well 
be a corruption for édpd0nv. The tense occurs only in two 
passages of Thucydides (3. 38; 6. 53); and in a third 
passage (3. 54) even the unquestioned 6¢dpayar appears in 
the manuscripts as d¢dpacpar, just as in 3. 61, 7Tacpévewr is 
exhibited for the genuine jriayévwv, On the other hand, 
as épaoréos occurs without variant in Plato, Phil. 20 A, 
Crit. 108 E, Legg. 626 A, etc.; Soph. O. R. 1443, El. 1019, 
etc., the aorist with sigma may well be correct. 

If the alpha in the present is short the sigma invariably 
appears in the aorist passive— 


yeAo eyeAdaOnv 
KAO exAdoOnv 
oT eomdcOnv 
XaA@ exadacdnv, 


as also in the perfect indicative and participle. Of verbs 
in -€w, aléodpar and dxodpar take the sigma in the aorist, but 
it is never found in 7jvéOnv, npeOnv, and e6€Onv. 

In the case of those verbs which have -oOnpv in the aorist 
it is often difficult to establish the true form of the perfect 
passive. Of some there has never been any doubt. All 
regular verbs in-d¢(w and -(¢m have sigma both in aorist and 
perfect. Others equally well-established are these— 
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KvACvO@ exvrdioOnv KEKUALO LOL 
Wevdw ewevoOnv eevopar 
oBévvypt eoBeoOnv éoBeopat 

, > , / 
xpé Go Ex pao Onv KEXPWO LAL 
Xow ex @oOnv KEXOoLAL 
aldodpat ndoeaOnv OET LAL 
mplw emplaOnv TET PLO AL 

ey, / 

Tlyw etic Onv TETLO MOL 
kaTecbiw KaredeaOnu KATEOeOET MAL 
oelw éveloOnv CETELT PAL 
KV@ exvnoOnv KEK OL. 


On the other hand, the sigma, though found in the 
aorist, is absent from the perfect in the verbs— 


XpOpat expyaOnv KEX PNLAL 

[ povvvp. | eppdaOnv Eppapae 
KAn@ exdnoOnu KeKAHPaL 
Kpovw expovaOnv KEKPOUPAL 
MLLYNTKOAL euvnodOnv PEM NPaL 
KeAcU@ exehevoOnv KEKEAEUMALs 


Others are disputed. To the passage already quoted on 
céowpat Photius adds, é@ éviwv amAGs Tapadelrover TO olypa, 
KekAeyuevov, mempnyevov. Now the aorists were certainly 
exdjoOnv and expyodny, and xéxAnpar is doubted by none, 
yet the Ravenna codex, which alone has preserved kexdeu- 
peva in Ar. Plut. 206, falls as low as the rest in Vesp. 198, 
and exhibits xéxAewowar. In Vesp. 36 it is the only manu- 
script which presents éurempnuévny without the sigma. 
When the danger of adding the obnoxious letter was so 
great, the testimony of the Ravenna, combined with that 
of Photius, ought to be regarded as conclusive. Perhaps 
the aorist of zavw was énavOnv, the perfect was certainly 
nénravpat, and if the sigma appeared in the aorist of kAde, it 
was beyond question absent from the perfect. 
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“ATIEAEUGOMAL TAVTGTIAGL MUAGTTOU: OvTE fap ot doKumLoL 
PHTOpPEc, OUTE H Gpyaia Kw"Mdia, OUTE TTAGTwY KEYpHTaL TH 
@wvA’ avti d€ adTod TH aTEtUL ypw Kai Toic dpoeLdéotv 


MGAUTOC. 





DOXV IT: 


“EmeEeAeuodmevoc aAAoc obToc ‘HpakAfic. ott 
+ > , _A \ ‘ > \ > Lt 
ovv €oupev Ek rpiodov PaBapivoc, ypH rap éreEtdy eimetv 


Kal pap emeteytt Aéretat, GAN ovK émeEeAcKGopa. 


Nothing can better illustrate the precision of Attic Greek 
than the consideration of the Greek equivalent of the 
English verb 4o go. Whether simple or compounded with a 
preposition, eiys had consistently a future signification. Its 
present indicative was épxoua, but €pxowa: did no more 
than fill the blank left by the preoccupation of ei. There 
was no épxwpat, epxoivny, epxov, epxerOat, epxouevos, and 
no imperfect jpxydynv. «ivr could well supply those forms 
without drawing upon another root, and all the moods of 
the present, except the indicative, were derived from the 
stem 1, namely, tw, tou, 101, iévar, idv. The imperfect 
was 7a, not 7pxépunv. elyt, however, formed no aorist or 
perfect; and for these tenses recourse was again had to 
the root ép-, which, modified to édv0-, supplied the aorist 
and perfect tenses throughout. The following scheme re- 
presents these facts in one view :— 


PRESENT. 
INDICATIVE. CONJUNCTIVE. 
S.1. &pxopat to 
EpXet ins 


” v 
EPX ETAL in 
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INDICATIVE. CONJUNCTIVE. 
D.2. €pxecdov intov 
3. €pxecbor tnrov 
P. 1. épxopueda Tope 
: 2. epxerde inte 
3. e€pxovrat. twor(v). 
PAST: 
S.1. 7a oust or loiny 
2. newcda ious 
3. ely) Tou 
D.2. irov Tourov 
3. ATHY iolrnv 
PL. I. jer Touwev 
Z. TE toure 
3. qoav. iovev. 
IMPERATIVE. INFINITIVE. 
S.2, 104 i€vau. 
3. trw 
D.2. troy 
‘ PARTICIPLE. 
: 3: ‘iss iov, iodoa, tov 
-2. ITE 


27 he a7 
LOVTOS, LOVONS, LOVTOS. 


FUTURE. 
INDICATIVE. OPTATIVE. INFINITIVE. PARTICIPLE. 
eds €Lfse eXevoolunv edetoerOa. eAevodpevos. 
baer 4 €A\evooLo 


3. lov) eAevoouro 


D. 2. trov eAcvootcbov 
3. trov ehevoolcOnv 

P. 1. tpep eAevorolpeba. 
2:) ine ehevooirbe 


3.. taor. eAeVTOLWTO. 


. 
Ll 
. 


PP re be p 


-@ pop p 


ame 


ww se RPWO HW DY 
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INDICATIVE: 


nAGov 
nrAdes 
nAGe(v) 
7AOeTOv 
HAGETHY 
TAO OED 
WAOETE 
7A Oov. 


IMPERATIVE. 


ed 
ehOérw 
€\OeTov 
ehOeTwv 
éhOere 


eAOovTwv. 


eAnavéa 
eAnjdvdas 
ehipAvde(v) 
éAndvOarov 
eAndvOarov 
eAnrAvOapev 
eAnrvdarte 


ednrvdaci(v). 


PLUPERFECT. 


elAnavdn 
elAnAvOns 
elAnAvOen(v) 
elAnAvOerov 
elAndvbérnv 
elAnaAvOepev 
eiAnavdere 


elAnAvdecav. 


AORIST. 


€EADw 
€XOns 
€AOn 
€AOnTov 
€\OnTov 
EAD @pev 
€AOnTE 
é\Owouwr. 


eADav, 


CONJUNCTIVE. 
EAB out 
éhOous 
€hOor 
éAOourov 
ehOoirnv 
€\Ooipev 
éAOouTeE 


€AOouev. 


INFINITIVE. 
eAOeiv. 


PARTICIPLE. 


€Ootca, eAdov 
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ehOovros, €APovans, €AOOvTOs. 


PERFECT. 
eANAVOw eAndvdoinv 
eAndrvOns €Anarvboins 
eAnAVON eAndvbotn 
€AnrAvOnrov €AndAvOo.rov 
eAnrvdnrov €AnAvboirnv 
eAnrAvdwprev EAnaAvOowev 
eAnrAvOnTE eAndvdo.re 
eAnrvdwoi(v). €AnAVOorev. 
INFINITIVE. 
eAnrvbévar. 
PARTICIPLE. 
EAndAvOe@s,  eAnAvOvia, eAnAvOds 


€AndvOdros, etc, 
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If to these are added the synonyms dqdukéunv for the 
aorist, and adtyya and jjxw for the perfect, adfyynv and 
nKxov for the pluperfect, with 7éw for future perfect (=éAn- 
Avdes Erouar), the Attic usage with regard to this verb- 
notion will be thoroughly understood. 

It has been said that in Attic €pyoua: appears in no 
mood but the indicative, and is never used in the imper- 
fect tense. As a matter of fact, even if Xenophon be 
excluded as hopelessly un-Attic, there are still five ex- 
ceptions to this rule, namely, éajpxovro and tpoonpxovto 
in Thucydides, azepyduevor in Lysias, éme€epyduevor in An- 
tiphon, and wepinpxero in Aristophanes. 

Now, even if these instances were genuine beyond 
question, they might be disregarded, as opposed to the 
infinite number of passages in which the law is observed ; 
but all five cases are signally exceptional. Cobet, fol- 
lowing in the track of Elmsley, considers them due to 
the notorious habit which copyists had of replacing 
genuine forms by words better known at the time when 
the manuscript was made. For example, in a passage of 
Aristophanes— 

Kal mpOT epjoowal oe TouTi: Taidd p ovt erumTes; 
Nub. 1409. 
the two best manuscripts replace érumtes by érimrycas, a 
form not only unknown to Classical Greek, but quite in- 
compatible with the metre. In another passage of the 
same play— 
Xrp. 67ws 8 exeivw TO Adyw padhoerat, 
Tov KpeitTov’ GoTis éoTl Kal TOV fTTOVA, 
€ay O€ pj, TOV yobv ddiKoy Taon TéxVN. 
Lox. airos pabjoerar map avroiv roiy Adyouw, 
eyo O° amen. 
Srp. TovUTO viv péuvno, bTwS 
mpos mavTa Ta Sika’ avTiieyew dvviceras, 
Nub. 883. 
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the manuscripts read dmécopa: and assign eyo 8 amécopa 
to Strepsiades. Bentley restored the text by a convincing 
conjecture, which has long been generally received. 

The habit was certainly in existence, but critics ought 
to be chary of using it to explain aberrations from usage. 
It will be shown that eActioecOa, which Elmsley regarded 
as the product of this habit, was really used by Lysias, and 
not imported into his text by a late hand, and the same 
is true of some of the exceptions now under discussion. 
The participle émefepyeuevo. is merely one of the many 
words and forms which demonstrate that at the time at 
which Antiphon wrote Attic was not yet mature (Ant. 
115. 9), nmets 8 of emeEepydpevor Tov pdvov ov Tov aitioy apév- 
Tes Tov dvatriov diéKkopev: and émypxovro and spoonpxovto 
might be granted to an Attic writer who used xdpra and 
éxas. It is true that, in quoting Thuc. 4. 121, idla d€ éra- 
viovv Te Kal Tpoonpxovto doTep AOAnTH, Pollux used zpoon- 
ecav for tpoonpxovro, but he evidently quoted from memory, 
as he gives the passage as from Xenophon: Pollux, 3. 152, 
Eevoparv yap eipnkev* erailovy Te Kal Tpoonecay waoTEp OATH. 
If critics will remove zpoojpyovro from Thucydides, they 
are bound to prove that in his style there is no other trace 
of early Attic. 

*Exnpxovro, however, at the beginning of the preceding 
chapter of Thucydides, stands, like dmepyépevor in Lysias, 
on quite a different footing. When a word is not only 
questionable as regards form, but also unintelligible, there 
is a strong case against it. The words in Lysias are these 
(147. 34), ToAAol pev yap puixpov diareydpevor Kal Kooplws 
amepxopevor peyakGv KaxOv alti yeydvacw, Erepor 6€ TOV 
TowvtTwv dpyeodvTes TOAAG Kayada tpas elow elpyacpévor. 
The manuscripts present no variant to drepxdpevo1, but no 
one has been able to extract from the word a meaning in 
unison with the context. The conjecture dymexdpevor' 


' The change from éxdpevos to épxdpevos occurs in some MSS, of Thuc. 
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suggested by Dobree, and adopted by Cobet, affords an 
excellent sense ; but for the question at issue it is sufficient 
to indicate that the passage is corrupt. Now the imperfect 
emnpxovto in Thucydides is as unintelligible as the parti- 
ciple awepxouevor in Lysias: Thuc. 4. 120, wepl 6€ Tas jyepas 
ravtas ais émjpxovto, ZKidvyn év tH TladAAnvyn TAs anéoTn aT 
"AOnvalwy mpos Bpacidav. The verb requires both a subject 
and a prepositional object. Suppose these omissions sup- 
plied, as they are by the Scholiast, in the words eis adA7Aovs 
éxatepol, and a new difficulty presents itself—the meaning 
of the word. In late Greek the term might perhaps pass 
muster in the sense of going backwards and forwards to 
cne another, but no such sense is possible in Attic. As 
a matter of fact, afs émypxovro originally formed part of 
the Scholium on epi 6€ Tas jpepas Tatras, and made its 
way from the margin into the text, the words of Thucydides 
being these, wepl 6€ ras nuépas tavtas Tkidvy KTe. 

The reason for zepujpxero in Aristophanes is not far 
to seek— 

6 8 avijp TepinpxeT, @kUTOKL voOtpevos. 
Thesm. 504. 

It was used by the Comic poet in malice prepense, in a 
passage containing many other reminders of Tragic diction. 
It is like viewing a storm in a mill-pond to read the pages 
in which critics have proposed and seconded their emenda- 
tions of this unhappy line. Elmsley suggested zepuipper, 
Hamaker, zepiérpexe, and Cobet cut the knot by reading 
mepiyew. If there was any necessity to make the change, 
the reading of the great Dutch scholar might take its 
place in the line as confidently as dweps for dxécoua in the 
passage cited above from the ‘ Clouds.’ 


6. 3, TOU éxdpevou €rous. In this case there happens to be MSS. authority, but, 
if this had failed, timid editors would have left the text unemended. There is 
little doubt that dumexépevor passed to dmepydpevar through drexdpevot. 
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The usage of Xenophon is as contradictory in this 
respect as in others. In some passages he follows the 
rules observed by pure Attic writers, in others he employs 
' forms which they studiously avoided: Anab. 4. 7. 12, 
mapepxetar Tavtas* 6 6€ KadAlyaxos ws édpa aitov Tapidvta 
Pees 5. 13; 3. 2. 35, etc. but An. 2. 4.25; 
mapepxopevovs tovs “EdAnvas @Oedper: Cyr. 8. 5. 12, els 
xeipas épxduevov. Sometimes the manuscripts present two 
forms, as in Anab. 4. 6. 22, admypyovro and ®xovrTo have 
both good manuscript authority, and é&épxera: is a variant 
to éfépxouro in Cyr. 4. 1. I, pelvas 5& 6 Képos pétpioy xpdvov 
aitod civ TO oTpatetpart, kal dnrécas Gre Erool etor paxeoOar 
el Tis €€€pxolTo, ws ovdels avreenew, anjyayev kre. Similarly, in 
Cyr. 2. 4. 18, ro\AGv Bovdropévwr ExeoOa, the better manu- 
scripts read dzépyecOa. The more Xenophon is studied 
the more difficult will it appear to find any standpoint 
for the criticism of his text. His verbosity, and his ex- 
traordinary disregard of the most familiar rules of Attic 
writing, make sober criticism almost impossible. Cobet 
may alter word after word, and cut down sentence after 
sentence, but the faults of Xenophon’s style are due, not 
to the glosses of Scholiasts or the blunders of transcribers, 
but to the want of astringents in his early mental training, 
and the unsettled and migratory habits which he indulged 
in his manhood. 

The only forms from the stem épy- which are used, 
in Attic of any purity, are &pxowat, Epxer, Epxerat, Epxeoor, 
epxdpeba, epxecde, and épyovra, and this is true not only 
of the simple verb, but also of its compounds. There is, 
however, one exception, namely, the compound of é€pxeodau 
with iad, which early acquired a secondary meaning never 
attached to t7ewu, and when used in that special sense 
was inflected throughout the imperfect and the moods of 
the present. When trépxopuat signified to fawn upon, to 


cringe, all the forms which, in the meaning go wnder, were 
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not recognized in Attic, were at once ennobled; and in the 
metaphorical meaning, brépxwpa, trepyotunv, bmepxov, brép- 
xeoOat, U7Epxopevos, bnnpxopnyv, and trededoouat, replaced 
the wtnlw, trio, Bribr, Urvevar, wmoDr, oma, and tres 
demanded by the simple signification: Plato, Crito 53 E, 
UTEPX O.EVOS 67) Bidoer TaVTAas avOpeTovs Kal dSovAevwv: Demosth. 
623. 22, cvBEBnKke yap ex TovTov adbrois mev avTumdAovs elvat 
Tovrous, buas € bm€pxecOar'! kal Oeparedew: Andoc. 31. 44 
(4. 21), eixdrws 5€ por doxodcwv of Kpirar bm€épyerOar AAxiBiddny, 
opGvtes Tavpéay tocadra pev xpnyuata avaddéoavta mpomnAaki- 
Cowevor, Tov O€ ToLadTa Tapayopobyra péytoTov duvdevov. The 
same metaphor is found in Xen. Rep. Ath. 2. 14, irepyé- 
fevos, and in the present indicative and aorist in Arist. 
Eq. 269; Dem. 1369. 20; and Xen. Rep. Lac. 8. 22. 
It will, moreover, be observed that, even in the simple verb, 
the paradigm represents éAevoouar as correct Attic in the 
moods. In the indicative it was rendered unnecessary in 
Attic by the unconditional surrender of efuw to a future 
sense, but in the two moods—the optative and infinitive— 
and in the participle, forms from éAevooua: might naturally 
be used, as towws, ?évar, and idv were always employed ina 
present signification. The future optative, as is well 
known, is the rarest of moods, and éAevootuyy certainly 
does not happen to be found in Attic writers, but Lysias 
employs the infinitive €AeéoecOa, 165. 12 (22. 13), adda 
yap, ® dvopes dixacral, olowar adrovs emt pev Todrov Tov Adyov 
ovK €AetdoecOar. Now, as in this case, if édedoecOar was 
questionable Attic, the Orator might easily have said, 
olopar ay avrov’s... €ddeiv, the passage is a valuable proof 
that €Aevooluny, eAevoeoOar, and édevodpevos were good Attic, 
while the indicative édevoouar was, by the stringent law of 


‘In Thuc. 3. 12, tis ody atirn % gudia eyiyvero 4 édevOepia morh ev ) Tapa 
opi adrdAgndAous imedexdpeba; Haase has conjectured, with some plausibility, 
umnpxopeda. 

* Compare Soph. O. R. 386, Phil. 1007; Eur. Andr, 435, I. A. 67. 
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parsimony which rules in Attic Greek, studiously ignored. 
The participle future of Baivw is used in certain compounds, 
as amoByoopeva in Thuc. 8. 75, and its indicative and 
infinitive are also occasionally encountered in the compound 
form; but neither Baive, nor any compound of Baive, could 
have supplied the place of €AedoeoOm in Lysias. The 
phrase is émi Adyor iévat, eAOetv, EledoeoOar, EAnAvOevar: and 
in such a phrase, if the future optative or participle was 
required, €Acevooiuny or éAevodpevos was certainly employed. 
Nothing proves the genuineness of the expression in Lysias 
so well as the conjectures which, from Elmsley’s time, have 
been hazarded by critics. Rauch reads ov xatadpevfeo0u., 
Scheibe, ovkére. g¢evEeoOar, and Cobet, od tpépecda, and 
there may be others equally futile. Elmsley was led to 
suggest corruption in Lysias by the dictum of Phrynichus, 
who himself errs in giving a future sense not only to 
the indicative. but also to the other moods of ei. 
Professor Goodwin, in a book of rare merit, ‘The Syntax 
of the Moods and Tenses of the Greek Verb,’ has com- 
mitted the same grave error when he says, p. 6: ‘The 
present ely, J am going, through all its moods is used like 
a future. And he further errs in the remark that follows: 
‘Its compounds are sometimes used in the same sense.’ 
The future signification of eis is known only in the 
present, and in Attic Greek the same is always true of all 
its compounds. 


XXVIII. 





"AAKaikov Goua Ot évdc t od ypH A€retv, GAN €v Toiv dvoiy, 


GAKGLUKOV, TPOYALLKOV. 


On this question, how far the soft vowel of the diph- 
thongs au, o1, «4, was in Attic Greek elided before another 
vowel, a ponderous literature has accumulated. To any 
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one who cares to reflect that it is practically impossible 
to acquire any certain knowledge of ancient Greek pro- 
nunciation, and that such knowledge, if acquired, would 
never commend itself as an important part of pure schol- 
arship, the discussion of this point would prove of little 
interest. Moreover, it would be inconsistent with the 
design of the present work, which aims rather at pourtraying 
the extraordinary refinement and precision of the Athenian 
mind, during its brief imperial life, than at discussing the 
lisp of Alcibiades, or even the pebbles to which Demo- 
sthenes owed his fluency. 

However, as often as there is any trustworthy evidence 
on points like these, it is worthy of consideration, and many 
questions of Attic orthography may be settled beyond 
dispute. Even in this case certainty in regard to some 
points is attainable, and no one would now venture to dispute 
that, in the old Attic of Tragedy, forms like xafw, kralw, 
aietds, aiel, édata were retained when xdw, KAdw, del, édda, 
had replaced them in ordinary speech. Perhaps of Tragedy 
also, the dictum of Phrynichus may have held true, but 
it certainly is not true of Attic generally. The history 
of the name of their patron goddess demonstrates the 
inconsistency of the Athenians in such cases. The original 
’A@nvaia is found in many inscriptions anterior to Euclides, 
afterwards it was reduced to ’A@nvaa, and ultimately to- 
"AOnva. In Tragedy, however, ’A@nvaia is found only in 
three lines of Aeschylus (Eum. 288, 299, 614) ; elsewhere he 
employs,as Sophocles and Euripides always do, the distinct | 
form ’A@ava. 

A very careful discussion of the whole question will be 
found in Konrad Zacher’s monograph, ‘de Nominibus Graecis 
in -auos, -ava, -avov, which forms the third volume of ‘ Disser- 
tationes Philologicae Halenses.’ The result he arrives at is 
this (p. 11), ‘Vides in certis quibusdam vocibus diphthongum 
quae ante vocalem est a poetis corripi interdum, sed saepe 
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etiam servare longam naturam; vides aliorum in hac re 
alium esse usum, ut Sophocles multo saepius hac cor- 
reptione utitur, quam Aeschylus vel Euripides; vides 
in nonnullis horum ipsorum vocabulorum interdum etiam 
prorsus omitti iota, sed neque in omnibus neque in illis 
ipsis semper et certis quibusdam legibus; vides denique 
titulorum scriptores valde titubasse et ante Euclidem iota 
saepius servasse, quam omisisse. Quid his omnibus 
efficitur? Nihil aliud quam quod supra jam dixi; illo 
tempore vocalis iota sonum in diphthongis ante vocalem 
sequentem admodum attenuatum esse et in multis vocibus 
tenerae cujusdam consonae nostro j similis naturam indu- 
isse, ita tamen ut in ipso sermone Attico magna esset in- 
constantia, quum iota modo vocali plenae similius sonaret, 
modo ad consonae sonum appropinquaret, modo fortius, 
modo exilius pronuntiaretur.’ 


PDS IBF 





Nupov tdap undauac, GAAG TIPOSPaToV, Akpatpvec, 








Phrynichus is in error. Nypds, as applied to water, was 
not Attic, but it was as good as mpéodaros or axpauprys, 
both of which are strongly metaphorical. The Attic phrase 
was xa0apov towp: Plato, Phaedr. 229 B, xaOapa kat dua- 
havi) Ta bddTia dalvera Kal emiTHidera Képas TalCew Trap’ 
avTa : 

ka0apav bddrov Ty dapvoalunv. 
Eur. Hipp. 209. 
The word vypdés, however, is of extraordinary interest. 
Phrynichus doubtless considered it the same word as 
veapés, but there can be no question about its true origin. 
Its history can be traced for about 3000 years. It is 
presupposed by the names Nypeds and Nypyis, and. in 
| 
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modern Greek survives as vepds. The Etymologicum Mag- 
num, s. v. Napdv, quotes from the Troilus of Sophocles— 


mpos vapa kal Kpnvata xwpotpev ota, 
and Photius from Aeschylus— 
vapas te Aipkyns, 


and the former writer adds that, even in Hellenistic Greek, 
the word had become vepds: 7) cuvnbea, tpéaca TO a els €, 
A€yet vepov. 

It is one of that class of words which, though often 
hardly represented in literature, live persistently in the 
mouth of the people ; and in many a rural deme of Attica 
the word was undoubtedly used when it was lost to literary 
Attic, except in the representative of the dialect in its 
ancient form, the language of Tragedy. 


XXX. 


- Tot dtret; oftw cuvtdosetar dia 100 tv 0d O€ Gret; dia 


a c U > Vo n a t 
Too v, GudptHHa, el d€ Ev TH v, TOD OLaTPpIBElC; 


As frequently happens, a general rule underlies the 
special instance of the grammarian. In late Greek the 
distinction between zo? wot, of ot, mov O7o1, éxel and éxeice, 
practically disappeared, and transcribers brought the care- 
less and ignorant usage of their own day, into the texts 
of Classical writers. The older and more reliable a manu- 
script is, the less frequently does the corruption occur in 
its pages. The fault must in every case be ascribed to 
the copyists. An Attic writer would as readily have used 
otxo. for ofkade, as mod for mot, or exe? for éxetoe, and olkade 
for otko. would have seemed little less absurd than sot 


for mod, or éxetoe for éxel. 
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Ordinary intelligence must, however, be exercised in 
applying this rule, as many verbs of rest may, without 
violence, receive a modified signification of motion. Thus 
in Eur. H. F. 74— 


@ pitep, avoa, Tol TaTip aneote yns ; 
the use of zo? is natural and correct, but in Arist. Av. 9, 
Dawes was certainly right in altering otd& 7, or oddé moi, 
to ots dérov— 

GAN od8 Sov ys eopev 010 eywy Err. 
In Plutus 1055— 

A. BovrAer bia yxpdvov mpds eve Tatoa ; 
B. ot rdAav ; 


A. atrot, AaBotdca Kdpva: 


where Meineke edits zod, the Scholiast has a plausible 
reason for wot: To wot okwatikdv' dyndot yap dKodactas 
témov (ytodcav. Sophocles wrote in O. C. 335— 


4 > >’ , cal , lal 
A. ot & avdouaiyor rot veaviay Trovety ; 


B. cio’ otmép ciow Sew 8 ev Kelvors TA viv" 
and Euripides in Or. 1474— 
nn m 9 DJ / c ‘ / / 
mov Ont apvve ot KaTa oréyas Dpdvyes ; 


There is no question that the Greek of both passages is 
excellent. 

As usual, Xenophon must be regarded as outside the 
limits of Attic law. There is practically no standard of 
criticism possible for him, and it is quite possible that 
the manuscripts do not misrepresent him when they ex- 
hibit zod with a verb of motion and zo? with a verb of rest. 
He even employs ofkaée in what is nearly the sense of 
otko: Cyr. 1. 3, 4, deumvdv 6€ 6 ’Aotudyns ov TO Kipw 
Bovaddpevos tov Taiba ws Fovota bevmveiv, iva Arrov Ta olKdbe 
r000(n, Tpornyayev ait® Kal mapowldas. When critics erase 

12 
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the ra before ofkade they show their ignorance of the 
character of Xenophon’s style, and forget that the oc- 
currence of expressions like olxade éyew, in the Common 
dialect, is a strong argument for a similar usage in a writer 
who, from the circumstances of his life, was placed in a 
literary position resembling in many points that of men 
who wrote after the fall of Attic independence. 

The case of éxei0ev with the article is very different. 
When Euripides (I. T. 1410) says— 

Kayo pev evOds Tpds oe bedp amectadny 
gol Tas exeiOev onuaver, avak, Tvxas" 
the propriety of éxe?#ev is at once recognized ; and the case 
is not different with Thuc. 8. 107, kal és tiv EtBovav arémep- - 
wav ‘Inmoxpatn kal’ EmuxA€a kop.obytas Tas exetOev vads. Even 
in Thuc, t. 62 the meaning of éxet0ev is very different from 
that of éxe=: xal Tov Evppaywv o6Arlyous emt “Odvrdov azo- 
TéeuTOvTW, OTS Elpywot Tors exEiOev eTiBonOetv,—the people 
Srom there. The well-known rovkei#ev in Soph. O. C. 505 
is not equivalent to éxe?, but is due to the same tendency 
in language which made ad zlla parte, e regione, etc., com- 
mon expressions in Latin— 
A. dN ciw eyo Tedovoa’ Tov Ténov 8 iva 
Xp?) “ora p’ edevpelv, TodTo BovAouar pabety. 
B. rovxetOev GAcous, ® E€vyn, Todd, KTE. 

In the earliest Greek apdécdev and éunpoocbev, dmicbev 
and éfdm.c0ev, are constantly encountered by a usage 
of which rovixei0ev GAcovs is merely an extension, and in 
Attic times expressions like els rd e€dmicOev, els rotmoGer, 
were familiarly employed by the best writers. 


OO T. 





oy] ‘ , U ” el > > 7 
Extote kata mHdéva TpdTov eltTHC, GAN é€& ékelvou. 
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XXXII. 


> ’ Pie > o ’ > r \ 
ATIOTMOAGL KGL EKTIAAGL AUPOlV OUGXYEPAIVa, €K TOAGLOU Pap 


\pH Aeretv. 


These words of Phrynichus start an inquiry of great 
difficulty. It is true that éxrore does not occur in Attic, 
but Homer used eloore, against the time when— 

/ > > , \ + Yh | > 4 c 
pluveT €TELYOMEVOL TOY Emov yamor, Els 0 KE Hapos 
EKTEACTW—PN [OL pETapPOLIAa VHuaT OANnTAaL— 
Aaéptyn ipa. tadyiov, eis bre Kev pov 
poip oAoi KabeAnot Tavnreyeos Oavarovo. 
Od. 2. 99. 
And Aeschines has eis é7dre, 67. 38, devtepoy 5€ & ed older 
> / > , mo / ot lal >’ c LETS, 
ovdémoTE e€odueva TOAWG E€yew aplOuay els dmor E€orar. In 
Plato, els rore is frequently met with: Legg. 845 C, éav eis 
TOTE TA ToLaiTa TEpl avTod Tovs TOTE KpITas TLS GvamyAVHCKY : 
888 B, wepiwewov ody els rote KpiTns Tept TOV peyloTwY yly- 
verOa. Ina chorus of Sophocles és mére is found— 
tis dpa véatos és TOTe An€er TOAUTAGyKTwV eTEwY ApLOyos ; 
Aj. 1185. 
and even efére occurs in a choric passage of Aristo- 
phanes— 
/ ’ , 4 > 1 Pa | 5] / > 9 > \ 
yévos dvdo.ov, bmep e€or EyéveT ET Epot 
I tay, 3 / 
ToAELLOV ETpadn. 
Av. 334. 

After the Attic period ékrore came into use. Although 
Lucian, in his Pseudosophist!, ridicules the word, he yet 
employs it himself in his Asinus, 45. (613), kak rore €& €uod 
mpoétov HAGev els AvOpdmovs 6 Adyos ovTos, "EE dvov Ta- 
paxtews. Moreover it is read by some manuscripts in 

‘ He makes his friend Socrates ironically compliment a man for using 


éxrore: TH Be A€yovTs Exrore, Kaddv, py, 70 elmeiv éxnépvor, 6 yap TlAdtoy és 
tére A€yer, Pseudosophist, 7. (571). 
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Aristotle, H. A. 12. 519. 29, ovd@ (dvadverar) TO Kevtpov Stray 
amoBddn 7) wédutTa, GAN ek TéTe aroOvynoKe. On the other 
hand, neither do rére nor af’ 6re is encountered till a very 
late date. 

Throughout Greek literature és is used with adverbs of 
time. In Homer, Od. 7. 318, it is true that the original 
reading was avpioy és not és Tijjos— 

mopmyy & es Td eyo Texualpoua, opp ed eEldijs, 
avpiov é€s* Thos b€ ob pev Gedunpevos Urve, 
for rjwos could not be used of any but past time; but eis 
ére has already been quoted, and with that may be com- 
pared the use of és ré in Il. 5. 465— 


és Ti éru xTelverOar edoere Aaov *Axatots ; 


No one needs to be reminded of the phase xrjma és dei, 
and és éwé occurs in Thucydides (8. 23), and eis éwe in 
Dem. 1303. 14. 
In a different sense, namely, that which appears in 
phrases like ets évvavr6v— 
Tpis yap tikres pda TeAcopdpor eis eviavTon, 
Od. 4. 86. 
nv TEP yap KnTat ye TeAeaddpov eis eviavTdr, 
Il. 19. 32. 
the preposition is also attached to adverbs of time. Some 
of these are écdmaf (Thuc. 5. 85; Plato, Soph. 247 &), 
eloatOis or eis ads (Plato, Legg. 862 D et freq.), éoemeira 
(Thuc. 1. 130, etc.). The meaning of the preposition in 
écavtixa is Clearly indicated by Ar. Pax 366— 


A. a7o\wdas, e€ddodas, 
B. €s Tiv’ jmepap ; 
A. és avrixa pada. 
All Greek authors from Homer downwards use écvorepov. 
In both these significations eis was in late Greek attached 
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to many more adverbs than was allowable in Attic, and 
expressions like ciodyav, eis GAws, eiodpt., elopdrny, eiodypr, 
were used with freedom. 

It is here necessary to make an important distinction. 
The meaning of «is and é€, in the combinations discussed 
above, is decidedly prepositional ; but it must not be for- 
gotten that prepositions are often associated with adverbs 
in quite another way. In dmapri the force of the amd is 
not prepositional, but adverbial ; and the same is true of izo- 
KdtTw, dmoKdtwbev, emavw, émadvwOev, and many others. In late 
writers, on the other hand, an dmdpr7u is found, in which the 
ané has its meaning prepositional (see p. 71); but in an 
Attic writer such a meaning was certainly impossible. 

The Homeric and late é&é7. has not the meaning which 
its form might suggest, and really has no place in this 
discussion, but in mpooeéri the zpds is distinctly adverbial. 
In Attic, two years ago is expressed by zpozépvow as natu- 
rally as a year ago by zépvo, but the apo in the former 
word is not a preposition, but an adverb. In éxzépuo1, how- 
ever, the form which Lucian indicates as little worse than 
extore, the éx would not be adverbial, but prepositional. 

In a Comic climax in the Knights, Aristophanes em- 
ploys mpdémada, 1. 1153— 


A. tplmadar KdOnpar Bovrdspevos o evepyeretr. 
B. éy@ 6€ dexdmadal ye, kal dwdexdrada, 


Kat xliAvoTaAal, Kal mpotaAaiTadaltadat. 


Like the adjective spomdAauos, it is used in sober writing 
in late Greek. In no case should it be compared with 
andrada, as the mpd is adverbial, the ad prepositional. 

A good instance of a compound in which both parts 
are distinctly adverbial is the word o’veyyvs, which occurs 
in’ Thucydides and other Attic writers: Thuc. 4. 24, 
Edveyyvs Kewevov Tod Te “Pyylov axpwrnplov ris IraAlas THs Te 


Meoonvns tis SuxeAlas. It would be rash to found any 
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argument upon éveyyvs, which, at best, has only a pre- 
carious existence in Quintus Smyrnaeus, an epic writer of 
the fourth Christian century ; but Aristotle unquestionably 
employed adpeyyvs. The word is typical of a notable 
characteristic of un-Attic Greek. Instead of accepting 
common words as the natural exponents of common 
thoughts, it attempted to say more than was necessary, 
and in this way defeated its own aim. dveyyvs supplied 
a distinct want ; wdpeyyvs is a weaker éyy’s in the guise of 
strength, and finds fitting company in mapexet, wapavroder, 
TapavToOl, emumpdow, amexeiOev, anevted0ev, and other late 
words. The expression ‘un-Attic Greek’ has been pur- 
posely used, because, even in Homer and other Classical 
writers outside the Attic bounds, a similar tendency of 
language is distinctly traceable. The words perdémodev 
and dmovoofiv, of frequent occurrence in the Homeric 
poems, are peculiarly in point, as they belong to the class 
now under discussion. ’Azévordiw is no more than vdodur, 
and perémode no more than duce, and both words involve 
a violation of the law of parsimony, an instinctive principle 
which permeates the language of the Athenians, and not only 
differentiates it from all other Greek dialects, but elevates 
it above almost all other tongues. [lpoadpou#e is another 
word of the same class, which may also be considered to 
include all such expressions as ék d.d0ev, and é€ ovpavddev. 
In Homer forms like tékévex, dvampd, émompd, are often 
used with propriety, but the line ought surely to be drawn 
at anéx, which is met with in the Homeric Hymns— 
avtix’ ap HidelOviav amex peydpo.o Ovpace 
ExTpokadecoapern, eTEA TTEPSEVTA TpoonVOa. 
Apol. f1o. 

A well-known feature of Euripides’ style, already referred 
to (p- 35), is the habit of using antique words in order to 
balance the great number of modern expressions which he | 
introduced into his verse. The tragic dialect, which had 
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for its basis the Attic of the period before the Persian wars, 
was, of course, more or less modified by every great Tragic 
poet; but Euripides was the first to give a firm footing to 
many words of modern acceptance which were either not 
used at all, or only tolerated by his predecessors. At the 
same time, a careless observer might regard his style as more 
than usually antiquated from the free use of such words 
as ocbev, tmepphev, euebev, mori, etc. It would often seem 
as if he almost consciously used Epic words to give an old- 
world air to his verse. Accordingly, it is not surprising 
to encounter in Euripides expressions like petomo6e and 
arompo, and similar reminiscences of Homer may be ob- 
served on every page. 

Any freak of diction may be expected in a writer like 
Apollonius Rhodius, who, at an age when Greek had 
already lost all its great qualities, attempted to write in 
an old style which he little understood. He naturally 
makes even more blunders than are found in modern 
attempts to imitate Classical Greek styles, and, by mis- 
understanding the facts of tmesis in Homer, has been 
led to use many forms intrinsically absurd. In Iliad 
10, 273— 


Bay p levat, AuTérnv 6€ Kat avToO. TavTas dpicrovs, 
_ the xdra belongs to Airérnv, but in Apollonius xaravrd6. 
\ unblushingly takes the place of the simple aird@.— 
ed yap eyo puv 
: Aacktdov év peydpoiot KatavtdO. Tatpos éuoto 
old” elovoov. 
Ap. Rh. 2. 778. 
Another kind of mistake has produced exit dyv or émudnv— 


> 


em) Onv petémerta Kepaoodpevor Ard AorBds. 
Kak, pip itay 


ovd 
‘ 
eATOpaL OUK emL byv ve Bapiy xdAov Ainrao 


expuyéewv. 
dA 70s 
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It is an unintelligent imitation of the Homeric éai dypor, 
which, like ézt roAdv xpdvor, is used with propriety. 

Late forms as debased as dmexel, dmexetoe, AToviv, amowe, 
and their fellows, do not merit, and would not repay, 
consideration. 


XO 





Thvika wh eltHc dvti Tob mote’ Eott rap Bpac SHAwTi- 


‘ 
QV 


my 


KOV, OlOV elTOvTOC TIVéCc, THVLKQ GTOOHUHOELC; 
elmHc, weTa dVO H TpeEic MuEepac, OK Opbadc Epeic’ Eav 


0 elmHc Ewoev A epi WEGHMBPlav, dpeadc épeic, 





The other grammarians copy Phrynichus, and some of 
them extend his dictum to the correlatives émnvixa, jvika, 
Tnvikadra, and tyvixdde. They are all more or less in error. 
It is true that myvixa and rnvixdde are generally used in 
what was doubtless their genuine meaning, and that the 
other words are frequently so employed. Thus their pri- 
mitive reference to the time of day attaches to myvika and 
émnvika in Arist. Av. 1498— 

A. mvlk eotiv apa THs nmepas ; 

B. 6mnvixa; cpuixpdv Tr peta peonpSptav. 
And an interesting passage of Aeschines tells the same 
story (2. 15), 6 yap vowobérns diappydnv amodeixvuct prov 
pev Hv dpav tpoonker leva. Tov matda Tov eAevOepov eis TO b1da- 
oKaAclov, meta peTa TOTHY Taldwy eiovevar Kal ommvika ATLEVaL, 
Kal Tovs Si0acKdAovs Ta bidacKadela Kal Tovs maldorpiBas Tas 
madalotpas dvolyew wev arayopever ui) TpOTEpoV Tp Gy 6 HALOS 
dvicxyn, KAclew 5€ TpooTarTer mpd Hdtou SeduKdt0s. In the only 
passage of Homer in which jvixa is met with, it has this 
same limited sense— 

vov pev 6 para mayxv, MeAdvOe, vixta pvddéets, 

evyn €vi padaK KaTaAeypevos, Bs oe EorKev™ 


> / / by > / , > c / 
ovde GE Y Nplyeveta Tap @kedvoLo podwr 
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Anoet eTEpyouern yxpvacbpovos, jrik’ aywweis 
aiyas pynotnperot, ddmov Kata daira TéverOar’ 
Od. 22. 198. 

and naturally it never loses it throughout Greek lite- 
rature. Similarly, tyvixatra is employed of a point of time 
in the natural day by Lysias (93. 43), rovr@ Alov dedvKdTos 
idvtt €€ aypod amjvtTnoa. cidws 8 eye Sti ThvikadTa apvypevos 
ovdéva Karadn oto olko. Tév émuTndelwy: and tyvikdde so 
occurs very frequently (Plato, Phaed. 76 B, Protag. 310 
B, Crit. 43 A). 

With the exception of rnvixdde, however, which does not 
extend its meaning till late writers like Polybius, all these 
words are found more or less frequently in a more general 
sense. Even ayvixa certainly so occurs in Demosthenes 
(329. 23), €v tiow ody Kal myvika ov Aaumpds; Hvik dy eizeiv 
Tt kata TovTwy dé€n, and in Ar. Av. 1514— 

A. amédwdev 6 Zevs' B. myvlk’ arr amedXerTO0 ; 

no one but a grammatical martinet would insist upon any 
other rendering. From its generalised meaning of when, 
which occurs with frequency, é7nvixa acquired that of szuce. 
An example of the former signification is provided by 
Thucydides (4. 125), xupw0év oddéy onvixa xpr s6pyacba, 
and of the latter by Demosthenes (527. 23), AAG pv danvika 
Kal TEeTOUNKOS, & KaTnyopa, kal UBpe. TeTOINKos alvera, Tos 
vopous 70n bet oKoTELD. 

It is no rare experience to find jvixa corresponding to 
tore, Plato, Symp. 198 C, rote... qvlka iptv a@podrdyovr, 
and still more frequently jvik’ dv replacing éray or émevddv— 
> Gy revOdpev ito. Méyvov’ 7 Yapanbova. 

Ar. Nub. 622. 


/ 
VLK 


Ue 


Not only does rnvixaira become as general as rore— 


kdta ylyvoyar maxus 
THViKaiTa Tod Oépovs, 
Id, Pax 1170. 


124 THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 


but even passes from chronology to Ethics in such pas- 
sages as Ar. Pax 1142— 


> / / a na Se / 
elm€ pol, TL THVLKADTA dp@pmEV, ® Kapapytdn ; 


XOX XIV: 





"Opeptvoc ov, GAN Opeptoc ywpic Tod v. 





XOOXOVE 





Oytvéc, dpolac TH Opeptvoc Kai ToOTO GuapTHG. 


XpH ovv dvev 100 v, dytoc. 





Of the second of these words three forms occur, namely, 
Cwysos, dives, and ovis. First met with in a line of the 
Iliad (2. 325), dyios does not again appear till late Greek, 
except in the Oeconomicus, a disputed work of Xenophon 
(17. 4), 6 mpdimos 7) 6 pécos 7) 6 dYuysedtatos ondpos. If the 
book is really Xenophon’s, the words zpéipos and dyiyestatos 
not only afford an admirable illustration of the incon- 
sistency of his diction, as éyairaro. occurs in Hell. 5. 4. 3, 
and zpwairara in Cyr. 8. 8. 9, but may well be regarded 
as another proof of the position, that with an Attic basis 
his diction is really a composite one, being modified, both in 
vocabulary and syntax, by the other dialects of European 
and Asiatic Hellas. ; 

Although the Latin bimus, trimus, etc., are doubtless 
derived from hiems, and can no more be compared with 
oyos, than hornus (ho-ver-nus) with @puvds, yet there is 
no reason to deny the antiquity of the suffix in dios, 
Tpdipos, and dpysos. With the exception of dios, the 
words are late as far as literature can inform us, but they 
may still have had a long and uninterrupted history in 
some little-regarded corner of Greece. 
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With dvds, besides épOpivés, may be compared yewme- 
pivds, mepivds, mpw.vds, and the Latin vernus, diuturnus, 
periendinus, while with oyos and dp@pios are comparable 
Gp.os, Tpeos, jepios, and xewépros. Attention has already 
been called to the way in which Attic Greek utilised 
superfluous forms, and some of these words illustrate this 
habit in an interesting manner. When an Attic writer 
desires to express some natural fact which takes place zz 
winter he employs yxemepwods, but with reference to inci- 
dents which merely resemble those of winter yewépios is 
the term employed. Thucydides (7. 16) speaks of xepe- 
pwalt nAtov tporai, and in Plato (Legg. 683 C; 915 D), the 
winter solstice is called Ta yemepuva. Any article of ap- 
parel or of domestic furniture intended for winter use has 
Xelwepwvos appropriately applied to it. On the other hand, 
xeyeptos is employed with propriety in Thuc. 3. 22, rypi- 
gaytes vUKTa XeLpeplov UoaTi kal dveyw, Kal dw aoéAnvov: and 
figuratively in Arist. Ach. 1141— 

vider, BaBadé yeuepia Ta Tpdypara. 

There can be little question that the same distinction was 
made between @epivds and O€pevos, and that it is merely by 
accident that dé€pevos does not occur in Attic Greek. Simi- 
larly, jpepivds strictly means of day, as pas jpepivov, while 
npepio. avOpwror, not jpepiwol, is the correct expression. 
For the poetical jjpépios, prose writers substituted ijpepyotos, 
as Isocr. 343 C, qpeprovos Adyos, a speech that takes a day to 
deliver. Nvxrepwos and vvuxktepyovos are differentiated in 
the same way. 

In cases in which nothing could be gained by retaining 
more than a single form, Attic abandoned all but one— 
sometimes one suffix getting the mastery, sometimes an- 
other—as npwds, peonpBpiwds, dmwpivds, petoTwpirds, but 


dios, dpOp.os, and mpwos. 
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ems V I. 


MesovixKTtov' TOLHTIKOV, OU TIOALTLKOV. 


Even the adjective pecovtkrios is poetical, as Eur. Hec. 
g14, ch.— 


MecovvKTLos @ACpaY, 


jos ex Seltvav Umvos KTE. 


Of the substantive, Lobeck remarks that it is first met with 
in Hippocrates, and afterwards used by Aristotle, Diodorus, 
Strabo, and others. There was in Attic no word express- 
ing for the night what peonuBpia expressed for the day, 
the phrases pecovons vuktds, péons vuKtos, and pecov vuKtar, 
or vuxtdés, being always employed instead. Even peonuBpia 
became in late Greek péon ijyépa, a form discovered also 
in the Oeconomicus (16. 14), ef Tis adriv ev péowm TO Oper 
Kal €y peon TH H€pa Kivoin TO Cedyer, and doubtless owing 
its place in the Common dialect to Ionian influence. Ac- 
cording to Lobeck, the first instance of the analytical form 
comes from Hippocrates. 

In Thuc. 3. 80, péyps péoov npépas, the péoov used to be 
regarded as a peculiar feminine form, and not, as it really 
is, a substantive governing 7pepas in the genitive. 


XX XVII. 





‘H ou@at, A BOAoc, OHAUKACc déov, OVK GpaeEviKadc. 





XXXVIII. 





‘H mHAOc Zupakototot A€fovtec Gpaptavouoty. 


Such remarks require no comment, except that they are 


THE NEW PHRYNICZAUS. 127 


correct. In the latter, the purism of Phrynichus comes out 
in dyaprdvovew, a word which Lobeck has considered worthy 
of half a page of small print. 

It is, however, tempting to seize this opportunity of 
discussing the derivation of zpomndaxi¢w, a verb generally 
derived from zyAds. This is of course altogether impos- 
sible, and Curtius has accordingly to coin a form, wfAaf, 
corresponding to BGAacé, a side-form of S8Gdos, encountered 
in Pindar and Theocritus. But of mjAaé there is no trace 
in Greek authors, and none even in lexicographers, and of 
adAxos in Hesychius the less said the better. Moreover, 
why should the Greeks have gone out of their way to say 
mpommAakifw, when zpomndi~w was certainly as legitimate 
a formation? Asa matter of fact, the verb has no connection 
whatever with andds, as there is no 77Aa€, and kdra not mpd 
would have been the preposition used to bring out the 
signification which Suidas assigns to the word, mapa 16 
marov émixplecOar Ta Tpdcwra Tév atiulay Kai bBpw Kata- 
WnpiCopévov. 

In a passage of Xenophanes of Colophon, preserved in 
Athenaeus (2. 54 F), the adjective mAixos occurs in a con- 
nection in which it must have been familiarly used— 


a) / n 
Tap Tupl xpi Towatra héyew xEL@vos ev pn, 
évy kAlivn padaky Katakelwevov eumAeov Ovta 
nN padaki} PD D 

/ \ > € 7 3 > / 

mivovta yAvKiv oivov, imoTpeyovT €pEeBivOovs, 

¢ 4 a pt Sata , x > / Ud 

tis 700ev eis dvdpGv; Téca ToL ETH EoTI, PEpLOTe ; 


anArtkos 7a0 60 6 Miéos adlkero ; 


Almost any phrase could be thrown into a verbal shape 
by the suffixing of -f(@. From és xépaxas came the verb 
oxopaki~w, which by Demosthenes’ time had fought its way 
into literature (155. 15), of @ Gray ra péycota KaTopIdcwo, 
Tore pdd.oTa oKopakiCovrar Kal mpomnAaklCovrar Tapa TO mpoc- 
jixov. Similarly, ex’ dyddrepa supplied émaydorepi(w, and 
ew axpdv, enaxpitw. Many words of the same kind must 
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necessarily have perished, as it is only a tithe of any argot 
which ever finds its way into literature proper. Even 
anAtxi~w, or mAaxiC, was doubtless often used in colloquial 
Greek of asking a man’s age ; but its compound zpommAaki¢a, 
ask a man’s age before you know him, begin with asking a 
man’s age, if not primarily so used, must soon have ac- 
quired the secondary sense which it always bears in lite- 
rary Greek. The obnoxious antepenult is at once ex- 
plained, and the preposition has an appropriate and usual 
signification, while the change of vowel presents no dif- 
ficulty. The Homeric prototype of verbs of this formation, 
namely, lcofapi(w, itself exhibits a similar change, that of 
« to a, as in wAatvyi~m from mAatayy, a itself has been re- 
placed by v. 

Accuracy of scholarship is checked at the outset when 
a boy turns up his dictionary and finds one of the mean- 
ings given for gue is or, and is told that zpomnAaxi¢@ comes 
from mnAds, CywOpitm from GWyov, mAarayi¢@ from mAarn, 
and évrevrAavé from tedrAov. In the latter word even the 
texts are in error. In the Aristophanic parody— 


pnoe yap Oavev Tore 
cod xwpls elny evteTevTALmperns, 
Ach. 894. 
the manuscripts present nothing but évrerevrdavwpérns, a 
formation altogether impossible. The Greek word for deet 
was rtedrAov or tevtAiov, and from the latter form Aristo- 
phanes legitimately used évrevrAvody for to cook in beet. 
Not even in its most debased period did Greek replace 


TedTAOoy Or TevtAiov by TevrAavor. 


XX XIX. 





Tlotarroc 81a Tod T pH eltTHC, Gddkiwov rap. dia Tod déATa 


dé Aéfwv em révouc OHaeic, Todamdc éott; OnBatoc H - 
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"A@Hyaioc, “Eott rap otov ék tivoc danédov, roramdc 
d€ €oTlv el elmol, TOTATOC TOv TpdTOv Ppdyvtyoc; 
€MletKHC’ ypH ovv obtac Epwtdy, Totdce tic cot doxet 


= 
ElVal; 


It will be observed that Phrynichus begins with denying 
the spelling with tau altogether, but afterwards proceeds 
to say that, when so spelt. it has a different signification. 
Lobeck is wrong in considering the second half of the 
remark as a spurious addition. The sense is plain. ‘ Ioda- 
mos must not be written with a tau. Its only form in 
Attic is modamds, with the meaning of what country? As 
for the other meaning now-a-days attached to zorazds, 
that is no better than the spelling, and was expressed in 
Attic Greek by zoios.’ 

The use of his own name by Phrynichus may be paral- 
leled from other Grammarians, and the adjective he associ- 
ates with it is in keeping with the dry humour of the man. 

There is no question that worazds is simply a dege- 
nerated form of zodamds. Classical texts have on the 
whole escaped corruption, but a few instances of the vicious 
spelling are found; the first traces, according to Lobeck, 
being met with in some codices of Herodotus, 5. 13 and 
7,218. In Alexis— 


\ c 


A. 700 ye TO TGpa* TodaTOs 6 Bpoptos, Tpdpy ; 
B. Odowos. A. dpotov kal dlkavov tods évovs 
mivew Eevixdv, Tovs 6 eyyevels emxX@ptor, 
(Athen. to. 431 B.) 
the manuscripts give only motamds or wotapds. It is pos- 
sible that the r is due to Athenaeus, but Alexis wrote zo- 
bands. Another passage of Alexis— 
tL déyers ot; TodaTOs obrool 
ivOpwros; ovx eriotaca, Civ. wWrxpa oor 


dmavra Trapada ; 
(Athen, 9. 386 A.) 
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was corrected by Dobree. The manuscripts exhibit rf d€- 
yeis, déor0Ta, TGs otroot..; The lines represent the natural 
surprise of a chef at the orders he receives, and the con- 
jecture certainly restores the text. 

In late Greek rotards acquired the sense of otos,as N.T. 
Matth. 8. 27, rotamds éorwv otros bt Kal of dvepor kal 7 Oa- 

pe i} 

Aacca traxovovow aité ; but that use is certainly unknown 
to the Attic wodamds. A natural inference from a passage 
of Athenaeus is that the more general signification came 
from Ionic: Athen. 4. 159 D, Xpvourmos 0’, ev TH eicaywyn 
Th els Thy Tept ayabGv Kal KaxGv Tpayparetay, veavioxoy pyot 
tia ek Ths lwvlas cpddpa mAovorov emdnunoa Tats “AOnvats. 
roppuplia ndiecpevov, éxovoay xpvoa Kkpaoneda. TuvOayo- 

/ / 3 fal , b] 3 , [4 / 
wevou O€ TIVOS aVTOD, TOdaTOS EoTLY, ATOKplvacdOal, OTL TAOVGLOS. 
pnmore TOO avTod prnpovever Kal “AXeEéis ev OnBators, Aéywv GbE 

Zot 6& TodaTds TO yévos ovTOs ; B. mAOvcLOS" 
4 X \ > f 
tovTous O&€ mavTes hacly evyeveoTatous 


> z s p) > , IN eon 
civau' mévntas 6 evTaTploas ovdeEls Opa. 


A similar line to this of Alexis is found in Ar. Pax 
71560 


B. todas 70 yévos 8 els pace pot. 


A. papétatos’ 


where the joke lies in this, that poor Trugaeus is so 
alarmed at the terrible greeting of Hermes that, to every 
question put to him, he can only mutter pwapdrtaros, the 
key-word of the salutation. 

The speech against Aristogiton is generally considered 
spurious ; but, if it isa genuine work of Demosthenes, toda7ds 
in 782. 8 is certainly not equivalent to zotos, but is used 


in its ordinary sense, ri odv otrds éott; Ktwv, mm Ata, pact 


n~ o/ c 
TLVES, TOU Onuov. TodaTds ; olos ods pev aiTLaTat AVKOVS Elvat - 


pay Odkveww & b€ dyno. vAatrew apdBara, avros KaTeoOieww. 
‘Of what breed, pray? Molossian, Lacenian, or what? a 
dog with such a temper that ——.’ 


a ae 
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XE. 





Pavoc émi thc Aaumddoc GAAG pH Ett TOO Keparivou 


Aére. TovTO d€ Avyvobyov Aére. 





In the App. Soph. p. 50. 22, Phrynichus is much more 
explicit: Avxvodxos, Aaynryp, pavds diadeper. Avxvodxos 
pév eat. oKedos TL ev KUKAM exov Kepata, évdov d€ AdxvOV 
Hppévov, a TGv Kepdtav To ps TEuTdvTa. AaynTHp de 
xaAKoby 7) cLdnpody 7) E’Awov apmddiov Gpoov, Exov Opvar- 
Ada. avos dE hdxedds THY crVdedeyevos Kal Tupevos* O Kal 
da rod 7 Athenaeus (15. 699 D) quotes many passages 
illustrative of these words. The Avxvodxos was a lantern 
used in the open air— 

kal dtacriABovd dpapev, 
Sonep ev kao vxvovxo, 
ndvta THs e€aptoos. 


Aristophanes. 


éLovow of TmoumHs Avxvovxovs SnAad7. 
Plato. 
x” , > > , , SS / 
dvvodv mor e&eA\O@v, oKdTos yap ylyveral, 
Kal Tov Avxvodyov expep’, evOels Tov Uxvov. 
Pherecrates. 
6 mTpG@Tos etpov peta AvxXvVOvXoU TEpLTATeElv 
Tis VUKTOS 7 Tis KndEe“ov TOV daKTvAwD. 
Alexis. 
The ¢avés, on the other hand, was a link or torch consist- 
ing of strips of resinous wood tied together — 


On 


aves eats pectos Bdaros obtoct 
bel T odyl cele, GAN dmocele avTdder. 
Menander. 
In Attic it meant a species of Aayrds, but in late Greek 
was used for Avyvodyos, Zantern. With similar inaccuracy 
Aaprds in the Common dialect became equivalent to 
K 2 
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Avxvos, an oil lamp, being so used in the New Testament 
in the parable of the Ten Virgins. 

The Avxyvodyos must not be confused with the Avyveior, 
which was used indoors to support or suspend one or more 
Adv VOL 

Tov 0 akovtioy 
cvuvoobytes bp0a Tpia Avyvelw xpopeba. 
Antiphanes. 
cpavtes AUXVOY 


Auxvetov ECnTodpev. 
Diphilus. 


EE 








"Ev yp@ koupiac padi, Kai UH wtAdKoupoc. 





The substantive xovpias does not occur in what remains 
to us of Classical Greek, but may well have existed. It 
is employed by Lucian, Hermotimus 18. (756), Edpav advods 
Koopiws PadiGovras, avaBeBAnuevovs evotadds, dpovticovras 
del, appevwrovs, ev xp® Kovpias To’s mAelorovs, and has the 
authoritative support of Aelius Dionysius (Eustath. 1450. 
32), 7 €v Xp@ Kovpa, 7) Yidx Kata AtAvov Arovdcrov, kal pds 
Tov xp@Ta Kal év xp@ dé Kovplas. According to Pollux, 
2. 33, Pherecrates used the phrase év xp@ kovpi@vtas, and 
in Xen. Hell. 1. 7. 8 occurs the expression év xp@ kexap- 
pevovs. Thucydides has éy xp@ metaphorically (2. 84), ev 
Xp@ adel mapamd€ovres: a usage which may further be ex- 
emplified by the proverb €upe? yap év xp@ (Soph. Aj. 786). 


PEI 








Tlewvriv, Ouyv Aére, GAAG UH Ota TOO a. 





Besides these two verbs eight others in -dw, contracted 
in eta preferentially to alpha, namely— 
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O, Gh, live. 
KVO, KTV, scrape. 
Wa, Wir, rub. 
oye, op, wipe. 
vd, vay, spin. 
xXpo, Xpiv, utter an oracle. 
Xp, Xpiyr, am eager for. 
XpOp-at, xpio0at, use. 


Many of them have escaped the altering hand of the 
copyists almost entirely; but it is not surprising if some 
of them have occasionally been altered, when forms like 
Tewa, Tewav, dupas, éxparo, became possible in late Greek. 
Sys and wo will occupy our attention at a future time, 
but the others may best be considered here. In Plato 
(Gorg. 494 C) xvijc@a has escaped, but in Ar. Av. 1586, 
émuxyns must be restored in spite of the manuscripts. 
Although ypépa is really only the middle voice of xpo, 
give the use of, yet in Attic the place of the active is 
usurped by xixpyy1, and the middle alone concerns the 
present inquiry. It is, however, reasonable to suppose 
that its active voice is retained in xp6, utter an oracle, 
the connection between the two meanings being best seen 
in the common notion of furnish with anything of which 
one stands in necd. If this is the case, the above list 
ought to be reduced from ten to nine. 

The verb xp6, am eager for, wish, is very rare, occurring 
only in the second and third persons singular of the pre- 
sent indicative. Grammarians explain xpys by xpy¢eus or 
Oékeis and xpy by xpy¢ee or Oé€Ae. In all Greek literature 
it is found only in six passages. In Sophocles, Ant. 887— 


ddete povnv épnuov, elite ypn Oavely 
pn ; 


, 


cir ev tovattn (aoa T j g 
n (Goa TupBEevet oTEyn, 


the manuscripts read yp and rupBever, but the gloss of 
the Scholiast, xpycer cat Oéde1, proves that xpf was read 
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by him. The same form is met with in Euripides, quoted 
by Cicero, Epist. ad Att. 8. 8. 2, and by Suidas under 
Tadrapacbar.— | 

mpos tavd’ 6 Te xpi, Kal Tadapnacw 

Kal Tay ém euol TexTavecbo* 
while in Cratinus, as cited by Suidas, the second person 
occurs— 

vov yap 6) co. mapa pey Oeopol 

TOV hueTepov, Tapa & GAN 6 TL xpNs* 
where Suidas says, xpjs TO xpy ers kal 76 b€n (but the copy- 
ists give ypys in both text and explanation). It is prob- 
ably to the same passage that the gloss of Hesychius, 
xphs’ Oedeus, xp ers, Should be referred. 

In Ar. Ach. 778, where a Megarian is speaking, the 
second person appears as xpyoda or xpho@a—a form like 
épnoba, joba, jojoba, etc.— 

pdver 617) TY Taxéws xorptov. 
od xpio0a; oyns, ® KaKior dmoAovpeva. 
Now, as in Ant. 887, the true reading has been preserved 
only in a gloss of the Scholiast, and in Cratinus only by 
a similar gloss of Suidas and Hesychius, there is no doubt 
that it was right to restore yp to Euripides; and Din- 
dorf’s xpys must be substituted for xp7 in Soph. Aj. 1373— 
col b& dpav eéecO & xpns* 

and Wunder’s in El. 606— 
Knpvoo€ p) els Gmavtas, €lre XpysS KaKNY, 
elite otdpapyor, ei dvaioelas TEav. 

As it will be shown that cvé and Wé had in late Greek 
the un-Attic forms ocpjyw and wWijxo, which have actually 
crept into Attic texts, so kv6 and v6 were in the Common 
dialect replaced by xv7j0m and vj$o. The longer xv7j8o does 
not once appear in the texts of Classical writers till the 
time of Aristotle; but. v6 has been much less fortunate. 
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The word is rare in Classical Greek, occurring only in the 
ten following places— 
” +) ” 
éev0a 6 emeiTa 
meioeTar Gooa ot Aica kata KA@Oés Te Bapetar 
ylyvopéve vicavto div, bre pu TéKE prTHp. 
Hom. Od. 7. 198. 
f > / P 4 / f 
ylyvopevw eTevnoe Alvw, OTE Ly TEKE pTNP- 
Id. Il. 20. 128. 
eo ‘ ° mo , 5) ) , b} / 
™ yap To. vei (lege vn) vyyar deporndTnTos apaxrns. 
Hesiod. Op. 777. 
TH X€lpL vVOoaL madOakwraTny KpdKyV. 
Eupolis. 
el pl) TOV OTHMOVAa VITw. 
Arist. Lys. 519. 
Plat. Polit. 289 C, rots wept 76 vydew kal €olvew, correspond- 
ing to a preceding 282 A, kal pny Eavtiky ye Kal vyoriKy 
Kal TdvTa Ta TEpl THY Toinow THs éaOATos: id. 282 E, ra 
vnOevra. 


Maus pev évyn A€mTov exors’ en” Atpaxtw Xivov. 
Alcaeus (?), Bgk. p. 1333. 
méemAovs TE VHTaL ALvoyevets T emEvdUTAS. 
Soph. Nausicaa. 
KpoKnv On vyceLs 


/ 
Kal oTnpova. 
Menander. 


Now of these ten places most help us little, for vycm 
and éyjoa may come from either of three presents, véw, 
vydw, or vdw: vndévra may come from véw or vdw: veoat 
and évyn from vdw only, while vet in Hesiod and view 
in Plato stand alone. The authority of Hesychius and 
Photius is in favour of viv from vdw, and, what is more, 
they also prove the tendency of vijv to be converted into 
veiv. Hesychius— 

Nnpeptys* avayapris 
Neiv? view 


Nyvepla? yadnvn dvéuwv. 


136 THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 


Even the alphabetical order has not prevented the vay, 


which the lexicographer actually wrote, from being changed 
to veiv. The same liberty has been taken with Photius— 


Nypeptys’ adnOrs 
Neiy? vyOew Kpoxny 


im eli Jd ye, / 
Nyvepia’ aveywv amovoia. 


Pollux supports vhv, giving véor as the Attic of v#@over'. 
Other Grammarians supply vérta?, vépevos*, eyn*. That 
Plato wrote vytixy from vv in Polit. 282 A is proved by 
a Platonic gloss in Photius: Nyrtuixjys avev tod o Thy Tept 
TO vyOew Téxvnv: and consequently view in id. 289 C at 
last stands by itself as a solitary instance in Attic Greek 
of what all Grammarians combine to call an un-Attic 
form. Doubtless it came from the same hand as vyorikn, 
while Plato himself wrote rots wepi 76 vav Te Kal Eaivewv, as 
Hesiod long before had written v7 viata, not, as late 
copyists wrote for him, ve? vijpara. 

The only Classical form of the verb was v6 (-dw), and de- 
rived from it vaya, vytikds, viow, evnoa, evnOnv, edvvnros. 
Late transcribers substituted v7j@ew for vav in Plato, vy- 
otikyn for vytixyj, as in Eupolis only the best books have 
retained the participle ,@ca1, while the inferior read v7e. 
It is not till late that forms like évjc@nv and vervnopa are 
met with. Hesychius, as was seen, has the gloss vévra’ 
vndovta, Photius, vdpevos" 6 vnOdunevos, and both give vn" 
yew, though the copyists accredit them with veiv, as they 
accredit Herodian, and, through Herodian, accredit Hesiod 
with the unclassical vei. Naya, runs the gloss in the Ety- 


* Pollux, 7. 32, ep ob vnovow 7 vdow" of ’AtTixot yap 70 vba veiv (leg. 
viv) A€youot: cp. 10. 125, kal dvov é’ od Vow, 

? Hesychius, N@vta: viOovra, péovra. 

5 Photius, vwpevos’ 6 vnOdpevos. 

* Etym. Mag. 344. 1, ”"Evyn: €o71 (Tod) v@, onpaiver TO vnbw, 6 mapataKtikds, 
kai émt mpatns ouluyias Kai ént devrépas.. . Tov vm 6 mapatakTiKds Eva, evys, evn 
Kai TAEOVATP@ Tov v, evn ovTws ‘Hpwéiavds. For whole question see Cobet, 
Mnem. N. S. i. 38. 


ver 
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mologicum Magnum, 603. 34, via ovk ori azo Tod 1790, 
vicpa yap av jv, GAN a7 Tod vA, TO VII. 6Oev Kal 


vel vypara 





“Holodos, kal 6 mapatakTiKds 
pddwoTa Mev evn’ 


lege vj viypara and Mads pev evyn. 


XCEL: 








‘H ya&pat épeic TO THC GuTéAoU oTHpirua, Ov Kata 


TO Gppevikov, 





In the App. Soph. 72. 3, Phrynichus does not altogether 
disallow the masculine gender, but requires it for the mean- 
ing palisade: Xapak Onduxds Ext rod Tis aumedov ornplyparos 
TO pevTOL XapdKwpa appevikOs, 6 xapaé: and Moeris makes 
the same distinction (p. 410): Xdpa& 7) péev mpos tats dpre- 
hors OndvkGs* 6 BE ev Tois oTpatomédors appeviKds, 6 xadpa€. 
The Grammarians are in fact all so well-agreed on this 
point that it may be considered established. The rule is 
violated by none but late writers. 

The proverb, 7) xdpaé rv apredor, is worthy of some re- 
mark. The ellipse is supplied by Aristophanes— 

elra viv e&nnatnoev 7) xapaké Thy Gpredov. 
Vesp. 1291. 
The notion seems to have been, not that of a support 
failing, but of a subordinate getting the better of a supe- 
rior ; and the Scholiast in loco is probably right, amd rév 
Kaddpov Tov Tpocbedevevwv Tats dp7édols, ot evlote prCoBo- 
Anoavres irepavEovra dpréAwv. 


‘ 


XLIV. 





Zkiptrove A€re, GAAG PH KPGBBaToc. 


The word xpéSaros is not found till late; but Pollux, 
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10. 35, states that it was used by Crito and Rhintho, writers 
of the senile New Comedy: adda kai oxiwmovs rév évdov 
oKevar, ds Kal doxdvtTns eotly eipnuevos, Kal oKysTed.ovy" ev b€ 
Ti) Kpitwvos Meoonvia kal ro “PlivOwvos Théo kat xpdBBarov 
eipjoOa A€yovow. Accordingly, Salmasius (de Ling. Hell. 
p. 65), and Sturtz (de Dial. Maced. p. 176) are probably 
right in claiming it for a Macedonian word, as there is no 
other dialect on which to father it. It is of frequent occur- 
rence in the New Testament and in the notes of Scholiasts. 


26 EN. 





*Epevreoeai 6 TOLHTHC 
6 0 €pevreTo olvoBapetay, 


GAN 6 TOALTLKOC Epurravetv AereTaoo. 


A glance at Veitch will show the truth of this statement 
with regard to Attic Greek; but a point of great interest 
has escaped the notice of Phrynichus. For épevyoua Attic 
writers used épvyydvw, but the future was beyond question 
still derived from the rejected present—a fact curiously 
confirmed by a rule which is quite absolute in Attic Greek, 
and which will be discussed in detail in a future article. 
That rule may be thus stated—All verbs expressing the 
exercise of’ the senses, or denoting any functional state 
or process, have the inflexions of the middle voice either 
throughout or in the future tense. It will be seen that 
by its means innumerable corruptions may be banished 
from the text of Attic writers, and many verbs which 
accident has left defective may be safely reconstructed. 
Moreover, no inquiry is more rich in side-results, and the 
history of this law is the history of the Attic dialect. The 
importance of the generalisation cannot be overrated. 
It restores to the Athenian language the precision and 
symmetry which were peculiarly its own, and brings out 
its grand and simple outlines. It supplies rules for textual 
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criticism, it sheds a new light upon the import of many 
words, and is of incalculable service in tracing the develop- 
ment of Attic speech. 


evel. 


\ 


“O papuré dppevikac prev 6’ Emiyapmoc A€ret, 0 d€ 


*ATTLUKOC H @apuré. 


This is one of those statements, unfortunately too common 
in Phrynichus, which have little but lexicographical interest. 
The passage of Epicharmus referred to is probably that 
in Athen. to. 411 E— 

mpO@tov pev, at « eaborv7 idous viv, aToOdvos. 

Bpéwer pev 6 pdpv€ evdo0, dpaBet & & yvados. 
The masculine is also demanded by the metre in Euripides— 

mapeotw* 6 apvyé ettpemis €oTw povor' 

Cycle ane 

on the other hand, the feminine is equally beyond question 
in a later line of the same play— 

evpelas pdpvyyos, ® Kixroy, 


x J , \ lal 
avaoToy.ov TO xEtAos 
Id. 356. 


The authority of Aristophanes is for the feminine gender— 
iy avrov enutplpoper, ® papa pdpvyé. 
Ran. 571. 


érécov 7 papvy€ av nuav. 
Id. 259. 


Moreover, the manuscripts exhibit 7 p@dpvyé in Thucydides 
(2. 49), tiv pdpvya in Pherecrates (Athen. 11. 481 A), and 
in Cratinus (Suidas, sub v. paptan). 

Later authors appear inconsistent. For the feminine, 
Lobeck quotes Aristides, Pausanias, Aelian, and for the 
masculine, Plutarch, and Lucian. Hippocrates, Aristotle, 
and Galen use the two genders indifferently, both in its 
ordinary sense of ¢#e throat and in its technical signification 
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the common opening of the gullet and windpipe. The 
authority of Phrynichus, buttressed as it is by metre in 
Aristophanes, must be regarded as settling the question 
for Attic Greek, and in Teleclides (Ath. 6. 268 C), rip 
gdpvya must be restored for rov Pdpvya, and in a line of 
Aristophanes, preserved both by Photius and Suidas— 
THY pdpvya pndrGv dvo dbpaxpas E£er pdvas, 

rév, the reading of Suidas, must be rejected. The case 
of Euripides is interesting; it is another instance of the 
strange combination of forms from two distinct strata of 
language in constant use side by side—a combination 
which is the Tragic dialect. 


LV le 


"Avardizecdar A€re, WH Gvatdevecbat, 





This is the suggestion of W. Dindorf for the reading 
of the manuscripts and editions, which is without meaning, 
avdadlCecbat A€ye, wy) GvadevecOar. There is a wide difference 
between the meanings of dva.67js and avéaédns,and Phrynichus 
knew Greek too well to think that there was not. Moreover, 
avOadiGoya is excellent Attic, being found in Plato, Apol. 
34 D, ovk avdadiCouevos, and avOddicpua is used by Aeschylus 
(P. V. 964). 

On the other hand, dvaidevouar is read in Aristophanes— 

os O€ Tpos Tay dvaldeveTaL KTE. 

Eq. 396, ch. 
and in a subsequent line of the same play (1206), Elmsley 
replaced tirepavaidecOjoopar by trepavatdevdjooua. But a 
Grammarian in Bekk. Anec. p. 80. 30, supplies the note, 
"AvaidicerOar, "Apiotopdvns ‘Innetow, and if dvadi¢erar is 
not to be restored in 1. 396, certainly the later line must 
be read thus— 


y / € / 
Ol0l KAKOOdLULwY UTEpavaLoLoOnoopal. 


- ieee 
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The form in -i¢ova is more according to analogy and 
may be compared with cindiGoua: from evyOijs, edperiComar 
from etperjs, and avdadiGoua from avddéins, whereas dA7ndevw 
from dAnOys is not a deponent, and émdayirevoua from 
emidayiAjs is one of the un-Attic words employed by 
Xenophon. If the two classes, as a whole, are compared, 
the words dnporevowat, veavievopar, EBdopnetouat, vaOpevouat, 
Tovnpevopa, piriavOpaTevopa, Bapodoxevopal, veavirKevopat, 
dAaCovevopat, elpwvevowar, emuKnpukevopal, parTevoual, Tpay- 
patrevowa, Tepatevouat, TepOpevouat, KoBadixevouat, and orpay- 
yevouat are far outnumbered by deponents in -(Copar— 
ayKkadiGowat, dvdpayabicoua, advrAiCopat, dvayKvrtCopar, Kopi Copa, 
aikiGouar, ayporkiGouar, axpatiGoua, avOpwriGowa, evOerTadt- 
Cowar, AoyiCowa, EvdiCopar, olwvicowar, axpoBorAlCouat, azAot- 
Copa, emdoprlCopa, evayyeAtCowa, loxvpiCouar, AayapiCopar, 
padakiCopar, padOakiGoyar, WeadrAtCoua, aywvicowar, axkiGowat, 
daipovicouar, TopTakiGowar, mpopaclGowa, xapiCowar, xaprevti- 
Couat, and woricopnat. 


XW 





Yiéwc ot yevdatttKol MPaotv, oiduevot Guotoy etvai 


TH OHoewe kat TH THAEoe. 





XLIX. 





Yiéa’ €v EmtotToAR tote ’AdeEGvdpou Tod cogtctod evpov 
ToUVONa TOOTO FEerpaupevov, Kai GPddpa EuEeuwaHV' Ov rap, 
émei viéoc Kai viel éotiv, evavc Kat Tov vieEa ebpoL TLC av" 
> ‘ ‘ > ‘ cy ‘ c > ta] nr \ 
GAAG THY GITLATLKHV ULOV AE€EfouUGLV Ol GApyatol, TOUTO d€ 
Kai Piddéevoc, ev totc € epi tHe’ lAtadoc ourrpaupaot, dayt- 
Aéatata améquvev, GO6KiUwoV ev eElvat Tov vied, OCKIMOV dé 
TOV Ul6v. 
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The following table exhibits the forms of vids used by 
Attic writers— 


SINGULAR. DUAL. PLURAL. 
vLos vin vies 
vie VIEOLW. viels 

cv Con 
vLov vies 
naan 4 a CoP: 
viov Or vieos VLEw@DV 
n a ey. 
vio or viel viéouv). 


Late forms have in several passages crept into Attic texts. 
In Thuc. 1. 13 the Scholiast, many editions, and one 
manuscript exhibit vigws. The same vicious form has 
manuscript authority in three places of Plato (Rep. 378 A, 
id. D, Legg. 687 D), in Xenophon, Hell. 4. 1. 40, and in 
Demosthenes, 1062, 1075, 1077; and was actually restored 
by Reiske in id. 1057. 

The genitive viod is found in Thuc. 5. 16, and the dative 
vio once in Antiphanes and several times in Menander ; 
but the third declension forms are far more frequent than 
the second in these two cases of the singular, and are the 
only forms employed in the dual and plural numbers. 
The nominative dual appears as viée in Plato, Apol. 20 A, 
éaTov yap av’t@ ovo viée: but there can be no question that 
the original reading was vif, and that vice is as corrupt as 
the dv, which some manuscripts present for 6vo. In Rep. 
410 EH, besides the genuine t® von Tov7w, both ra dvoee 
TovTw and Tw voce. ToUTw are encountered ; and in Isocrates, 
44 B, there are the similar three varieties of reading—the 
correct 7@ 7éAn tovrw and the two corruptions T® TéAe«e 
TovTw and tas médevs tatvras. A line of Aristophanes has 
preserved the original form— 


Kal Tpdos ye TovToLs HKETOV TpEecBn dVo, 
and stone records tell the same story. 


Certainly Plato did not use all three forms of the dual 
of gvo.s, or Isocrates write wéAce, wéAn, and méAes: and 
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why should the nominative and accusative dual be 
exempt from a law to which every other Attic word is 
subject? There is no reason why scholarship should 
quarrel with common sense. 

The late accusative singular viea, reprehended by Phry- 
nichus with its plural consort viéas, has not found its way 
into any Attic text. The dative vieto. has been equally 
considerate, but in Sophocles, Antig. 571, the Laurentian 
exhibits the corrupt vidaow. 

In this word it is probable that throughout the Attic 
period the iota was never written. Atall events Herwerden 
(Lapid. de Dial. Att. Test. pp. 11, 12) distinctly states 
that in no Attic Inscription of a good age does any form 
but tds appear, except in verse, and even in that case dds, 
veis, etc., are sometimes found. Accordingly, the forms 
without iota should be restored to all prose texts, and to 
Comedy, either in every case, or at least when the first 
_ syllable need not be long. The reason for the prevalence 
of vids, vieos, etc., in the manuscripts of Attic writers is not 
far to seek. Those forms gradually took the place of tds, 
véos, etc., in stone records after the time of Alexander. 


by 








TeAeutaidtatov Aéretvy GuapTHUa Tdv epi matdetay do- 
KOUVT@Y TeUTOELV, Emel FAP ApyatoTaTov eUpov Aerouevov 
Mpa TOIC Gpyatowc, MHOHGaY Kai TodTO deliv A€retv, GAAG 


6U TEAEUTGLOV A€re, 





LG 


"Eoyatoyv ypH Aéretv, obyt EoyatmTatoy, el Kal UapTupa 


TIAPEYet TLC, 
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er 


Kopupatoratov’ évekadvyastHy evp@v mapa PaBwpives 


Aére OUV KOpUgaioy, 





Phaborinus would find himself in good company now-a- 
days, and Phrynichus might justly ask the question, Is life 
worth living?, The émiracis imepécews is not a fault of 
style, but a virtue in the eyes of many nineteenth century 
writers. According to Suidas', Phaborinus was rn rot o@pa- 
Tos €&iv avdpdyvvos, but the same reason will not account 
for Plutarch’s use of the vicious superlative (Mor. p. 1115 E), 
or for teAevraidraros in Arrian, still less for éoxardéraros in 
Xenophon, Hell. 2. 3. 49, 7a mavtwy écxardrara Tadeiv. 

Lucian (Pseudosoph. 5) ridicules the superlative of xopv- 
datos: "AdAov 6€ elzdvtos, Tév Pidwy 6 Kopudpadratos, yapiev 
ye, hyn, TO THS Kopvpys Torvety TL ewavw: and with reference 
to éoxaréraros, Aristotle remarks (Metaphys. 9. 4. 1055. 
20°), ote yap Tov éoxdtov écxaTérepoy ein av tt. In this 
case, Xenophon is seen anticipating a usage which is rare 
even in the latest and most debased Greek, and of which 
there is certainly no trace in any Attic writer. 


BLN 


BeBiaotat H KOpH AekTéov, GAN ovY Oc TIVEC TOV 


pHTOpwv EpeapTat, 


The same statement is made by Moeris, in three different 
passages, p. 103, BeBiacpevn “AtrikGs, epOapyevn “EAAy- 
vik@s: p. 106, BidacacOa *ArtTiKOs, POeipar “EAAnviKds: and 


* baBwpivos, Apredtov, THs év TadXia TéAews, avyp Todupabys KaTa Tacav 
mabelay, yeyovas 5€ THY TOU GwuaTos Ew avdpoyuvos, (Ov pac EppadppddiTor,) 
pirogodias peords, pyropien 5¢ padAAov embéepevos. yeyovas émt Tpaiavod Tod 
Kaicapos, cai mapareivas péxpt Tay ’Adpiavod xpovwy Tod Bacihéews. *AvTediro- 
TiyseiTo youv Kal (ndrov elxe mpds TlAovTapyov Tov Xatpwvéa eis TO TOY GuyTATTO- 
pevov BiBAlwy aretpov KTE, 
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P- 390, POopéa cal EpOappérvny oddels TGV TadaLGy, GAAG Tov 
Buacdpevoy kat BeBracpérny’ pOopets 5€ Kal epOappevyn 
“EAAnviKOs. 

Certainly .dGowar is so used in two places of Aristo- 
phanes— 


> > 


akovoay Biatyrar Bia: 
Lys. 225. 
Odpper, pn PdBov 
ov yap Bidcetau 


éav 0 ep 


Plut. rot. 


on the latter of which the Scholiast remarks, with appre- 
ciation, 5 rovodow ot dvdpes, TOTO emt Ths ypads Pyar. 

On the other hand, if Dionysius of Halicarnassus is to 
be trusted, Euripides employed ¢0apeioa, (Rhet. 9. 11), 
mepiepxopérn yap mdcas aitias Tod cGoa Ta maidla Aé€ye 
() Medavinzn), “ei d& wapOévos POapeioa e€€Onxe TA Tardta 
Kal poSovpévn Tov Tatépa, ov pdvoy dpaces;” and in the 
Orators d1aOelpey occurs not seldom, Lysias, 92- 10; 93. 
16; 95. 17; 136.3. Of course it refers primarily to moral 
corruption, whereas S.d¢oya: denotes only the physical fact. 
The distinction is well brought out by a passage of Lysias, 
in which both verbs occur (94. 41), otrws, @ dvdpes, Tovs 
Bialopévous éAdrrovos Cyulas a&lovs jyjoaro evar 2) Tovs wel- 
Qovtas’ Tv pev yap Odvatov KaTéyva, Tots be diTAHY eToinve 
Tiv BAGBY, jryobpevos Tos pev biaTpatrouévovs Bia bao Tov 
Biacbérvtwv puccicOa, Tors 6& TeloavTas otTws avdTay Tas 
Woxas Siapelpew, dar’ olkevorépas atrois wove Tas GANorplas 
yuvaikas 7) Tots dvdpdor KTE. 

In late Greek Oelpw acquired the physical reference of 
the classical BidCovat, and it is this use of the word which 
Phrynichus reprehends. 
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EV: 





‘H GonAHE A€reTat, Ovy 6 BoTtAHE, 








The same statement is made by Phrynichus again (App. 
Soph. 69), and by Moeris (p. 376). The tomdné was distinct 
from the Badfides, and meant the cord or tape, breast-high, 
which the runner carried away with him as he passed the 
Badides at the finish. The line of starting and finishing, 
in both foot-race and chariot-race, was the same, the starting 
point being BadPides, the finishing point BadPides + BomAné. 
A comparison of Harpocration and Moeris suggests this 
explanation — BadPiow: ~AvtipOv epi dpovotas avti Tod 
tats dpxats elpnrar 6 awd Tév dpopéwv' yap tnd Thy to- 
Tynyya ywopern ypaypn ba TO em Tadrns BeBnxevar rods 
dpoweas PBadBis xadeirar: Moeris, p. 103, BadBides, at emt 
TOV apéecewy Bdoes eyKexapaypevat, ais éméBawov ot Spopets, 
iva e€€ toov torawro. 610 kal of KipuKxes eml Tov TpEXOVTaY, 
“ Bad Bidu! wodas evOere, T0da Tapa Tba,” Kal vov ett A€yovow,, 
"ArtikOs. tomdAn€ b€ xowdv. The primitive term was pre- 
served in the herald’s formula, even in the Common dialect, 
but otherwise was replaced by tomAnfé. The latter word 
happens to occur only once in Attic Greek, Plato, Phaedr. 
254 E, 6 jvloxos omep ard BoTAnyos avaTecer. 

Two explanations of the plural BadBides suggest them- 
selves—the one, that originally the term was applied to 
two poles to which two cords were attached, one at the 
ground, the other breast-high (tomAné). This explanation 
is given in Lex. Rhet. Bekk. An. 220. 31. Ditesererms 
-more in accord with the facts, namely, that BadPis primi- 
tively signified a projecting edge, and in the plural was 
applied to a piece of wood placed in front of the runners’ 


' The place is corrupt, Pad B75’ dmé5os Oére being the only reading. Perhaps 
the above conjecture restores the text. 
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feet, and provided with a groove to catch the toes. Schol. 
Ar. Eq. 1156, 70 év tH Gpx Tob dSpdmov Kelwevoy éyKapolws 
Etrov Orep.. . Aparpodpevor aplecay tpéxew. This is in har- 
mony with the usage of Bad.dédys in Hippocrates, 842 F. 
TO 6& Tpds ayKGva avtod (Tod Bpaxlovos) TAaTY Kal KovdvdAGdes 
Kal BadBidGdes Kal orepedv eyKoiAoy Omicbev, and with the 
glosses of Hesychius and Galen on adis in the same 
writer, Galen explaining the word by kovwddrns mapaprjxns, 
and Hesychius by 16 éxov éxarépwbev émavactacers. Beyond 
question the true origin of the plural BaAPides is the second 
of the two suggested above. 


EN: 








"IAbc olvou odK Gpbadc A€reTat, ToTAaUOG Mev Pap IAUC, 


olvov de TPVE H UrocTdOuH. 





There is no occasion to doubt the correctness of this 
remark, because un-Attic writers like Aristotle, Theo- 
phrastus, and Hippocrates use iAvs in a wider sense. In 
the Iliad and in Herodotus it is found only in the signifi- 
cation claimed for it in Attic by Phrynichus— 

ovte Ta Tevyea KaAd, TH TOV pada veLdb. Alwuys 
kelac?’ bn’ iddos KekaAvppeva’ Kad O€ ju adrov 


clAvow Wapd0o.rw KTE. 
WW hie Shits 


Herod. 2. 7, évOeirev pév Kai péxps “HAlov médtos és tiv pe- 
odyaidy ort evpéa Alyuntos, éodca rica barin TE Kat Evvdpos Kal 
ids. Even rpvé, which no Attic writer would use of anything 
but the lees of wine, has its meaning generalized by late 
writers, and is applied not only to water, but to oil, fat, 
and similar liquids. Dioscorides, 5. 120, actually makes 
it a term of metallurgy, rod KatepyaCoyévov xadkod olov 
trootd0pyn Kai tpv&. Misuse could not go further. 

The generic word troord0pyn occurs in Plato, Phaed. 

L 2 


148 THE NEW PHRYNICAUS. 


109 C, ob dy (rod aid€pos) tmoordOynv tatra etvat, and was 
doubtless in constant use in cases in which special words 
like idvs and rpv& were out of place. 


AVE 





Koptov A kopidtov Fi KopickH A€rovot, TO O€ KOPAoLov Ov, 





The word xopdovoy occurs in some verses attributed to 

Plato by Diog. Laert. 3. 33, but the whole is in Doric— 
‘A Kéapis Motvcaor kopaoia, tav “Adpodiray 
Tyar i TOV "Epor typi epoTAtcopar’ 

and therefore, even if genuine, does not affect the dictum of 
Phrynichus. Photius also repudiates the term, Iaidurxaptor, 
kopdaiov d& od AéyeTat, GAAG Kal Kexop@dnKe Diruaaldys os 
€evixdv, and Pollux, 2. 17, characterizes it as edrehés. ‘Sed 
si Arrianus in summa argumenti gravitate, si scriptores 
sacri et ecclesiastici cum nulla edreAvopod significatione huc 
delapsi sunt, apparet eos contra cultioris sermonis leges 
peccasse . . . . Quod autem Phrynichus kopdovov contra 
analogiam factum esse dicit, non eo spectat, quo Pauwius 
statuit, quod a xépa (pro ‘Képy) derivatum sit, sed quod 
nullum Graecorum diminutivorum in -acvoy terminatur.. . 
Kda7a, xammdowv extremae Graecitatis est, Upvyrdovor 
autem et Kopypdoroyv quae Schol. Venet. Il. 20. 404, cum 
kopdc.ov componit, nullam cum eo praeter terminationis 
similitudinem habent, ideoque ille kopadovor potius Mace- 
donicum esse tradit.’ Lobeck. 


JEWaidle 





“H pat epeic’ 6 rap pw dvo eyel OMOAPTH MAT, 





Eustathius has preserved the authoritative judgment of 
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Aelius Dionysius on this point (p. 1485. 59, cp. 1633. 42), 
6 pw€ Kal codrokiopos Kal BapBapiopos Kata AtArov Acovdcror. 
The word is met with in two passages of Attic Greek— 
in a fragment of Sophocles— 
nv pev yap olds padAds, iv b& Kapmédov 
onovon Te kal pag eb TeOnocavpiopevn, 
Nk. 365. 
and in Plato, Legg. 8. 845 A, éav 6d 3% dS00A0s pn Teloas 
Tov deoTOTHY TGV Xwplwv GxtyTal Tov TY ToLOVTMY KaTa paya 
Borptov kat cixov ov«ijs icaplOwous TAnyas TovToLs pacTLyotcbw. 
There is nothing to show whether the soloecism in 
gender, and barbarism in form, of the late poé was simply 
due to ignorance and carelessness, or came from some of 
the less known dialects. For purposes of lexicography 
Lobeck’s note is invaluable, but it is needless here to re- 
produce details which are not worth remembering. 


EAVAb aT 





Taytov ot “EAAHvec ov A€rouct, OGTTOV dé, 





is 





Bpddiov’ kai todto Holodoc pev Aé€rel, 
Bpddtov d€ TMaveAAtiveost paetvel, 


TAdtov b€ kat OouKvdtdHe Kai ot SoKisot Bpadvtepoy, 





To the former of these articles most editions append 
the words paddAov pev otv “EXAnves TO Taxiov, Oatrov be 
*Arrixol, which, as Scaliger pointed out, est clausula non 
Phrynichi, sed Phrynichum corrigentis studiost; a conjec- 
ture strikingly confirmed by their absence from the best 
Laurentian manuscript, which also indicates their origin by 
omitting od before A€yovor. The meaning of “EAAnves was 
misunderstood, 
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The caution of Phrynichus, Moeris (p. 436), and other 
grammarians seems unnecessary now, but it must be 
remembered that Plutarch, Diodorus, and others use the 
vicious forms. 

The line of Hesiod quoted may be found in Op. 528. 
For the superlative Homer has Bdpd.oros (II. 23. 310, 530), 
but in the fragment of Aristophanes, referred to by Liddell 
and Scott as authority for Spdé.cros, the word is only a 
useless conjecture of Brunck’s— 

évtavda & érupavvevey “Cirdtdns tarijp 


Odas, Bpadiraros dv év avOpémo.s dSpapeiv. 


No Attic writer could have used such a form. 

The earliest instance of rdxvov is quoted from Menander 
(Gellius, Noct. Att. 2. 23), but the lines in which it is 
found will not scan, and baffle translation— 


Taidirkdpiov OepamevtiKoy 5& Adyou 


/ 5 / / x L hper) ols / 
TaXloV, aTayecOw d€ Tis 7) Gp avreloayayol. 


To Attic writers 0¢00wv (Odtrwy) was the only comparative, 
and tdxtoros the only superlative. Dindorf fathers ra- 
xvrara upon Antiphanes, but it is easy to-settle a case of 
affiliation when the défendant is dead. The passage of 
Athenaeus, in which the lines of the Comic poet are quoted 
(4. 161 D), is one of a kind which has introduced into the 
company of their betters many forms like raydérara. The 
lines are first adapted to suit the context, and scholars 
are not to be blamed if they exercise their ingenuity to 
restore them to their original form: Totray 8 tpeis, 3d 
pirocopor, ovdevy dokeire, GAA Kal TO wdvToV XaAeTOrepov 
Aaheire TEpl Gv ovK oldare, Kal ds Koopiws eoOlovres Toveire 
Thy évOcow Kara Toy idvcToY ’Avtipdvn* obros yap év Apa- 
TeTaywmy® éyet, 
Koopiws olay Thy evOecw, 
piKkpay pev éx Tod mpdcbe, peotyv 8 evdober 


‘ lal / lal 
TV XElpa, KabareEp ai yuvatkes, 
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KaTepayete TayT0AAa Kal Tayvrata, e€ov KaTa Tov ad’Tov TOdTOY 
Tountiy ev BouPuxio héyovta dpaxpis ovjcacba “Tas zpoc- 
dopovs Huiv tpopas, cxdépoda, Tupdv, Kpoppva, TaTTapy, TayTa 
Tavt eéoTiv dpaxpis. The passage is at best not very 
intelligible, but from xoopiws to yvuvaixes the words run 
tolerably well as iambics. The plural xarepdyere, how- 
ever, corresponding to dcxetre, Nadcite, wovetre, Shows that 
Athenaeus left Antiphanes at that point. In that case 
taxvrata has its equals in oiéare and @vicacba. 

In Xenophon, on the other hand, a form used by Pindar 
(O. 1. 125), and kept in countenance by the Herodotean 
taxvtepos (3-65; 7. 194), would not necessarily be out of 
place, and, accordingly, raxvrara may be right in Hell. 5. 
I. 27, tas Bpadvtata TAEovoas Tais dpicta TAEovVoaLs Tax- 
Tata katetAnder. Cobet and L. Dindorf, however, read 
taxv with some manuscript authority. 


|. 
KwAt@tov UH A€re, KWAAVa Oé. 


This is the only place in which xwAvquov is encountered, 
but in Latin writers coliphium is met with, as Plaut. Pers. 
I; 3. 12; Juv. 2. 53; Mart. 7.67. In all these passages it 
is used of food for athletes, a signification which in Greek 
appears to have belonged to kxwAjves. From its use by 
Plautus it is natural to infer that it came into the Latin 
vocabulary as a translation from some of his New Comedy 
models—a supposition that is quite consistent with the 
hypothesis that -’diov as a diminutive suffix entered the 
Common dialect from Macedonia. However, vAjduor is 
exhibited in Alexis, ap. Ath. 13. 568 D, and in Hippocr. 682. 
44, but it is simply impossible to decide whether vAyjduor, 
EvAdpwov, or Evdddiov, was the genuine classical form. 
Thomas has fvAlqduiov, od Evddpiov, and other grammarians 
are either similarly corrupt or similarly wrong. It is dis- 
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creet to leave unsettled a question on which authority is 
so divided. 


LXI. 


Kakodatuoveiv’ ottac ot vobmc atrttkigovtec. *A@Hvatot 
rap dia Tob a, KakOdatWOVdY A€rouGtV, Kai BAULGGELEV OV 
Tic Tc evdaimovetv ev A€fovciv, OVKETL DE KAKOOAIMOVELV, 
GAAG KakOdaIUOVaV’ Kal Tc eEvdatmovotGL Lev A€fovGLy, 


ovKEeTL dE KAKODAILLOVOUGLV, GAAG KAKOOGILOVASL. 


As far as form goes, there is no reason why an Attic 
writer should not have employed kaxodamoveiy. The ad- 
jective kaxodaiverv, in the sense of uzfortunate, forms a verb 
kaxodatoveiy as naturally as in the sense of possessed by an 
evil genius it fofms kakodayovay. Kakodamovely is to be 
unfortunate, as evdamovetv is to be fortunate, and there is 
no evdamovav, simply because the Greeks never thought 
of men as being possessed by a good genius. 

In Xenophon, Hier. 2. 4, xaxodaoveiv is quite correctly 
used, évOarrep kal TO evdaysovely Kal TO Kakodawovely Tots av- 
Opaézois azoxeira, but in Mem. 2. 1. 5 there is no question 
that kaxodaovdrros is the true form: kal rnAtkodrav pev 
ETLKELMEVOY TO jLoLXevoVTL KakOv TE Kal aicxpov, dvTwY be 
TOAAGY TOV amToAvTdYTMY THs Tv adpodiciwy emLOvpLas ev 
adela, Guws eis TA emiKivdvva péperOal, ap ovK dn TOTO TaV- 
TATACL KAKOOALLOVGLTOS EaTLD ; 

In Demosthenes (93. 24), kaxodayovdcr. should replace 
Kakodaipovodor as the context demands: vi) Afa, kaxodauov- 
Go yap avOpwro. kat irepBdddovow dvoid. 

The adjective kaxodaipwv, in the sense of Jost to reason, 
is met with in Antiphon, 134. 25, kairo. rd elkds cuppa- 
XOv pot €otiv’ od yap SyTov otTw kakodaipav eyo, date TO pev 


aTOKTEWVaL TOV Gvdpa Tpotvonaduny jovos KTe., and in Aris- 
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tophanes (Eq. 112) is jocularly used substantively =kaxos 


dalpav— 


SEN a / 
aTap Tov datpovos 


b€é501x’ OTws pa TevEoMaL KaKodaipovos. 


The class of verbs to which xaxodamovayv belongs is a 


very interesting one, and comprises the following words— 


dyov.d, am in distress. 
BewBrx.6, spin like a top. 
BovAywue, am ravenous. 
yeitvL6, am neighbour to. 
yevetO, grow a beard. 
daysov6, am possessed. 
evOover6, am inspired. 
€pv0p.6, blush. 
étepeyxepadG, am half-mad. 
evpwTl@, am stale. 
7AvdAdLG, am youngish. 
iAtyyi, am dizzy. 
KepoutTio, toss the horns. 
kAavo.o, desire to weep. 
Kyno.e, itch. 
kou.@, wear the hair long. 
komL@, am tired. 
KopuBavTt@, am frenzied. 
xopv¢@, have a catarrh. 
kpaitaA@, have the head- 
ache. 
kvAo1016, have swellings 
beneath the eyes. 
Aempo, am leprous. 
Anpat.6, am resolute. 
Av06, suffer from stone. 
Aim, am fat. 
paid, am bald. 








pabnrLo, wish to become 
a disciple. 

Makko@®, am stupid. 

pacttyl@, deserve a whip- 
ping. 

paroé, am idle. 

peAayxoAé, am melan- 
choly. 

MeplyvO, am anxious. 

vapk®, am numb. 

vavTt@, am sea-sick. 

dpy6, am lusty. 

ovpytTto, micturio. 

dp0adu.6, have running 
eyes. 

modaype, have the gout. 

oiBvdrX16, play the old 
woman. 

gKoTOOLWLG, am dizzy. 

orapyo, swell. 

oTpnvi@, Wax wanton. 


dappaxo, suffer from 
poison. 
pov6, am athirst for 


blood. 
vole, pant. 
xaAal@, have pimples. 


opak.o, faint. 
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Perhaps words like 6u/6, mew, 786, AvTTs, TLVG, puTa, 
kira, oppty6, may be rightly added to the list, or they 
may go with the following, which are less definite in 
meaning— 


¢, live. pdnvaddé, babble. 
KuB.or@, tumble. dotT@, roar. 
Axo, play with the Boe, shout. 
tongue. avT@, meet. 
Awe, take rest. apioT@, dine. 
papye, rage. axa, grieve. 
pelolo, smile. BavBe, sleep. 
pevowwG, am bent on. Bpovré, thunder. 
pvoe, drip. KoAvpBO, dive. 
mep@, Cross. ovy6, am silent. 
706, leap. olw76, am silent. 





okipTo, skip. 


No member of the former class has a middle or passive 
voice as the verbs denote bodily or mental stazes, but those 
members of the latter class which come under the law 
stated above on p. 138 have the middle inflexions in the 
future, Bojoopa, poirnoopat, mndjoconaL, oKIpTHoopat, just as 
akpo@wal, AAGwat, BAnx Spat, BpvxGpar, warGpar, kvvCopar, and 
others are deponents throughout. 

Naturally, verbs of the type Savor occur principally in 
the present tense. It is seldom that a future or aorist is 
encountered, and their perfect is almost non-existent. The 
aorist of iAvyyi6 is found in Plato, Prot. 339 E, éoxoraény 
kal idvyylaca eixdvtos avrod ratra, and the future in Gorg. 
527 A, xaopjoe Kat ivyyidcets. So 6pOadrpidoas répvow, 
Aristoph. Fr. ap. Poll. 4. 180; yuvarE? xomudoaow, id. ap. 
Ath. 3. 104 F; xoujoew, Plat. Phaed. 89 C; pepaxxoaxéra, 
Ar. Eq. 623 iv ovpytidons, Vesp. 808; wpaxidoas, Pax 702 ; 
pepiyynoas, Dem, 576. 24. 

It is a difficult question to decide which is the true form 


THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 155 


of many of these verbs—whether the -dw should or should 
not be preceded by an iota. On this point Photius says, 
AOévras* rpiovAAGBos, od ALGidvTas* TAdtov ta’ Nopev. cal 
Bpayxay dEyovow, od Bpayxiav’ Kal €repa rovaira. But in the 
passage of Plato referred to(11.916 A) the manuscripts read 
only Afwy or ALOudy, not ALGdy : avdparodov 7 ALOGY 1) OTpay- 
youpiav. There can be no question that Av@év should be 
read, and that the iota was inserted from false analogy with 
otpayyoupiav. Lobeck, however, is wrong in suggesting 
kapnBapay for xapnBapiay in Pollux, 2. 41, kal xapynBapixor, 
To 7d0os, Tydrexdeldns* TO de td peOns KapyBapiav ’Apioto- 
gdavns. Akin to xapnBapia, the verb has the iota as natur- 
ally as otpayyoup.6 from otpayyoupia, and cxotodwid from 
oxorodwia, and all verbs of this class which have such a 
substantive connected with them—aywmd, Bovdiu.a, iAtyy.a, 
etc. 

As to several of the others, it is now impossible to decide. 
Certainly 4.86 is no isolated case, and the later Greeks 
often added the iota to verbs which in Attic were spelt 
without it. Thus Aeschylus employed xpid6, Agam. 1641, 
kpavta mGAov, but in later writers xpiOi@vTa would have 
been preferred. They even increased the class by new 
formations which from signification had no right to a 
place init. Such a word is dporpidy from adporpov—a poor 
substitute for the genuine and unassuming dpodv. Of other 
verbs they merely modified the suffix, making in this way 
pyview into pnviay, and padkiew into padkiay. The latter 
word has been peculiarly unfortunate. By Cobet’s help 
(Mnem. 3. 306) pax has been restored to its just position, 
but till recently the word had practically disappeared. In 
Demosthenes, 120. 7, its place has in all manuscripts been 
taken by padak(CoyeOa: tadra tolvvy maocxovtes dmavtes 
péddovev kal padrkloyer Kal mpds tovs mAnalov PAé€moper, 
dmvrodvres GAAjAos. The primitive reading has been pre- 
served in Harpocration’s invaluable Aéfeis tév b€ka pnrdpwr. 
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Phrynichus, in App. Soph. 51. 31, assigns the true meaning 
to the word— 
“madklew* TO bd Kpvovs vapKar, 


but the word itself has become corrupted to padakujpr. 


LCs 





KopHua yp A€retv, obyi Gdpov, Kal KOpElV KQL TApAKopely, 


GAAG MH Gapodv. 





LX, 


‘ > 


Tdpwooy Ererddv AkovGHe TWO AEFOVTOC, KEAEUGOY TrApa— 
KOpHGov A€retv, STL ovdE GapPoOV Aéroucty, GAAG KOPHUG Kal 


KGAAUVTPOV, 





The word cdpor is unquestionably an old one, as in the 
middle of the fifth century, Ion, the Tragic poet, and 
Sophron, the writer of mimes, employed it. At all events, 
Hesychius says so, and certainly cafpw is in constant use 
in Tragedy (Soph. Ant. 409; Eur. Hec. 363, Andr. 166, 
Cycl. 29, Ion 115, 120, 795). The words of Hesychius 
are, Sdpov' kaddAvrtpov BuCdvtiot. LVdpov “lwv ’Apyelous— 

ws Tadadov olklas oapov" 

Baputorntéor, ws Tapa Vedpove' O€dreu SF A€yerv Ste axpnorol 
elot Sta 7d ypas. It is one of those common words which 
do not die easily. Phrynichus, however, is quite right in 
denying it to Attic proper. Of the two verbs catpw and 
xopo, the Athenians, obeying the inexorable law of par- 
simony, selected the latter, and let ca/pw drop out of use; 
xop® occurs in the Odyssey— 
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dypeid’, ai pev SGpua Kopyoate ToTvicaca, 
20. 149. 
and is the only word known to Attic Prose and Comedy, 
Dem. 313. 12, of Aeschines, 76 péAav tpiBwr, Kal Ta Bd0pa 
oToyyl(wv, Kal TO TaLbaywyetoy KopOp : 
kardov TO Kdpnpa, pi) ’KKOper THY “EdAdOa 


Aristoph, Pax 59. 


Tovtl AaBav TO Képynpa, Tiv avdAry KdpeEL. 
Eupolis (Pollux, 10, 29). 

Probably the substantive xdépyya was of purely Attic 
growth, and ought to be compared with such words as vépia 
(p. 23), which illustrate the extraordinary formative activity 
of the Athenian mind during the period which began with 
Marathon and Salamis. It need hardly be added that 
capotv is as debased a form as dporpiiv, GAjew, opnxerv, 
Wxew, et hoc genus omne. 


LXV. 


"AMAME Aéfouciv GuapTavovtec Ol pHTopec’ TovvavTioy 
rap Hi del yp@vTa Tov peVv rap TMpecBUTEpov PHTEOV AMH- 


Aika, ot 0 Eri TOO pHdEeTT TAC Ev vou FALKLOC Yp@vTat. 





It is easy to see how these opposed meanings originated. 
The force of the preposition in the classical sense is the 
same as in such words as dmapri, dmaxpiBotpat, amavopoi- 
pot, arapk, etc.; whereas in apydrré, young, in one's nonage, 
the dad bears the meaning that it has in addv0pw7os, ana- 
péoxw, anorvyxdvw, and other words, 

There is no reason to believe that Pollux (2. 17) is right 
in enfranchising as Attic the latter of these significations : 
kat Ppbrixos pev 5 Kopixds tas véas apydicas d€yet, Hoav be 
kal yuvaikes abrdtkes. Depexpdrns be tiv yeparrdrny apnAtkeord- 


Tv, @s Kal Kparivos adpyAixa yépovra. Any late Greek writer 
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was capable of misunderstanding a Classical predecessor, 
and the context is required to fix the meaning of the 
words by which Pollux confirms his assertion. 


LXV. 





“Emttpomtagetv’ €tt Kai ToOTO d1eMOapTal, KaiToL AefovTwY 


PAVEPpHC TOV ApYaiov brroTportdetv. 


According to Lobeck, there is no trace of this corruption 
in our texts. Phrynichus himself explains the meaning of 
brotpomuace in App. Soph. 69.19 by the words éray ze- 
Taverns THs vdcov TAA ervoTH Tis. The word is so used by 
Hippocrates, but does not occur in any extant Attic writer. 


LED. Gale 





Mpokortety A€pouct 10 dé d6voua TpoKom Tap adroic 


OUK EGTL. 





This is a mere question of fact. [lpoxomy certainly does 
not occur in Classical Greek. Those who care may search 
for a reason why zpoxom7, éyxomi, éxkomi, ovykom7, were 
tabooed when dzoxo7m}, mapaxomy, and wepixomy, were in 
use among Attic writers. 


LXVII. 





BiBAtarpagoc: otra Aépouctv év mévte GuAAGBaic Kat dic 


TOO a, OVyi TETPAGVAAGBac did TOO o. 





In App. Soph. 29. 29 is found the dictum iBAoméAns 
Kal 1BA07m@#Ans Kal BuiBdoypdpos. It is impossible to re- 
concile contradictory statements—and there is no means 
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of arriving at the truth. There is a discussion of the 
question in the Parerga to Lobeck’s edition, pp. 655 ff. 


LXVITE. 


Baokdviov Aérousty ot apyatot, ob TPOBackdviov peTa 


TAc mpd. 


A good notion of the meaning of the term may be got 
from the App. Soph. 30. 5: Backdviov' 6 of dyabels mpo- 
Backdvioyv' €oTt d€ TL avOpwmoEdés KaTacKkevacwa, Bpaxd 
TmapnhAaypevov tiv avOpwmeiay pio, 6 Tpd TOV epyactnpiov 
ot XELpOvaKTEs Kpewavvvovar TOD jun) BackalverOa, advtdy THV 
epyactav. . 

In a similiar description, Pollux, 7. 108, quotes these 
lines of Aristophanes— 


Thi et Tis Tplarto Seduevos 
if 524 / > \ / 
Backaviov éTl Kapvov avdpos xadKéws. 
The zpé violates Attic usage in the same way as ovp in the 
words ovproAirns and cupratpioétns. 


LE SGIX 


Noidiov Kai Boldtov dpyata Kat ddkiua, odyi vovdiov Kai 


Bovdtov, dia TOO v, 








LXX. 





“Potdtov diatpodvtec A€rouoty ot Gpadeic: tipeic dé 


potdtov. 


The former of these articles hardly requires annotation, but 
the latter may even now be insisted upon with advantage. 
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Any one who knows anything of Attic Greek must feel 
convinced that the open forms are radically opposed to the 
genius of that dialect. In late Greek the uncontracted forms 
were in vogue and have crept into all manuscripts. Other 
grammarians besides Phrynichus saw occasion to insist 
upon the old genuine forms. Moeris, p. 275: Oiords, ducvd- 
AdBos ?ArrikGs, BéAos “EAAnvixGs. In his note on that 
passage Pierson showed that Attic verse often requiem 
and always allows of the contracted forms, and that ots, _ 
pOois, oiGupds, EtBotda, dimAoida, SitA0i{m, aOpoitw, KaTa- 
mpot€erat, ypadvuov, and the like, should be restored with- 
out any regard to codices or editions. Porson followed 

in his steps in his Preface to the Hecuba, and there 
can no longer be any doubt on the point. Transcribers 
wrote d.otds for oicrds, dis for ots, edeewds for éderds, 
just as they substituted voce for ton and médce for 
médn. Yet editors will still write éAcewds, dioee, and 
similar forms in prose, and trust with credulity guides 
who, as often as there is any evidence external to them- 
selves, are found to be consistently untrustworthy. 


| PPO.GiE 








"OcuH ypH A€retv Sta TOO o dita fap Tov 8, ddm’, 
"lovwv' tTrapavouet potv =evopay etc THy MdTpLov did- 


A€KTOV OOMUH AEPOov. 





It has already been observed, that Xenophon’s diction 
is an anticipation of the Common dialect. With Attic 
for its basis, it allows of words from all the dialects, and 
is wanting in that quality which has justly been termed 
purity. Moreover, not only the diction, but the style as a 
whole lacks the masculine simplicity and manly self-re- 
straint which marks all genuine Attic work, and has many 
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of the characteristics of the feminine Ionic. Certainly no 
_pure Attic writer ever recalls by faults of style the Greek 
of Macedonian times so frequently as Xenophon. He is 
wanting in dignity, loquacious, superficial, and indifferent 
to all that differentiates a good style from a bad. He 
uses different words of identical meaning in the same 
aragraph, and never exercises his judgment in the se- 

Gecvon of terms. On the other hand, he does not disdain 

the trivial methods of ornamentation which every good style 
is without. 

It did not escape the notice of the later Greeks that 
Xenophon’s diction was very different from that of pure 
Attic writers, and there are still extant several remarks 
upon this point. The physician Galen, in his Commen- 
tary on Hippocrates, compares Xenophon with the great 
Ionic medical writer in his use of évéyata yAwoonuartiKa kat 
tpomKa—‘ foreign words and figurative expressions’—and 
the Grammarians use language of a similar kind. In 
Photius (Biblioth. p. 533. 25) are preserved the following 
words of Helladius, a grammarian of the fifth century A. D., 
ovdev Oavpaoror avijp ev otparetars cxoAdlwy Kal E€vwv ovvov- 
clais el Twa TapaKkonTTeEL Tis TaTplov pPodvys’ 610 vopobeTny adrov 
ovk Gy Tis atTiKicp.00 TapaddBo.. The explanation suggested 
by Helladius is unquestionably correct, and recommends 
itself to any one who studies the evidence that is still avail- 
able. A busy man, living almost wholly abroad, devoted to 
country pursuits and the life of the camp, attached to the 
Lacedaemonian system of government, and detesting the 
Athenian, Xenophon must have lost much of the refined 
Atticism with which he was conversant in his youth. It 
is not only in the form of words that he differs from Attic 
writers, but he also uses many terms—the dvépata yrwo- 
onpatika of Galen—altogether unknown to Attic prose, 
and often assigns to Attic words a meaning not actually 
attached to them in the leading dialect. The fact that 

M 
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expatriation modifies the use of one’s native tongue was 
no less true in Greece than it is now, and may be illus- 
trated by the lines of Solon— 


4/59 Pd 


moAXovs & ?AOnvas marptd’ és OedxriTov 

aviyayov mpabévras, GAAov exdikas, 

dddov dikaiws, yAGooay over >ATTuKHY 

i€vtas, ws dy ToAAaXH TAav@pEvods, : 


ap. Aristid. 2. 536. 


and still more aptly by a passage of Demosthenes (p. 1304), 
ih 


diaBeBAnKaoi pov Tov TaTépa ws e€erice!* Kal btu pev GXovs 
070 TOV TOAEMiwY b7O TOV AekedEtKov TOAELOV, Kal mpabels eis 
Aevkdda Kiedvipo, mepitvxeav To broKpitn Tpds Tovs oiKelovs 
€o60n detpo Tod\\ooT®  xpdve, Tapadedoinacw, B@oTep bE 
déov nas 60 exeivas Tas Grvylas amodeoOa, TO Eevicew avrod 
KaTnyopnkacw eyo © e€ attév TovTwy pddioT av oipar tyiv 
€uavtov “AOnvaiov dvra émdelEa' Kal mpGrov per ws EddAw Kal 
éodOn, paptupas tyuiv mapéEouar, emerO bre adixopevos THs 
ovolas mapa Tov Oelwy TO pépos peTéAaBev, eM Ott ovr ev Tots 
dnpotais, ovT ev Tots Ppatopow, ovT GAAoOL ovdapod Tov Eevi- 
Covta ovdels manor aTLdoaTo ws ely &€vos.—The man had 
been sold from one part of Greece to another, had always 
lived among Greek-speaking men, and yet, when he re- 
turned to his native Attica, he no longer talked Attic.—It 
is a point, which cannot be insisted upon too often, that 
the phenomena of language presented by Greece up to the 
time of Alexander were exceptional to a degree. Several 
dialects, differing essentially in vocabulary and pronuncia- - 
tion, existed contemporaneously within a very limited area. 
Moreover, as has been shown, there were, in addition to 
these, what may be called literary dialects, produced by a 
fact almost peculiar to Greek literature—that a style of 
composition had a tendency to keep to the same dialect 
in which it started. In this way it was possible, even 
in the case of one people like the Athenians, to have two 


1 £évn diadextw éxpyto. Vid. Harpocration sub yocabulo. 
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stages in the history of their language represented in con- 
temporary literature, namely, the matured Attic of the 
day, known to us from Comedy and the Orators, and the 
partially developed Ionic Attic of more than a century 
earlier, which is the basis of the language of Tragedy. 
Now, while it has been already proved that, to an Athe- 
nian of the best age, it was as easy and natural to pass in 
literature from one dialect to another as from one metrical 
system to another, yet, at the same time, nothing but 
constant communion with his contemporaries could have 
produced that marvellous precision of language which is 
observable in Aristophanes, Plato, and the Orators. Such 
precision was only possible in a language spoken bya great 
people, elevated by events to a still higher intellectual 
level, inhabiting a limited area with few opposing interests, 
and thrown into constant communication with one another. 
No Athenian of the best days used for ordinary purposes 
épxntat for in, épxouevos for idv, mwAnow for dmodécopat, 
réEw for ré£ouar, kdpra for opddpa, yet the words were 
known to him, and he recognized that they were in place 
in Tragedy, and might, for literary purposes, be employed 
in Comedy. But if the same man moved for a year or two 
among Greek peoples which used épxnrat, épyoiro, ToAjow, 
téEw, ehevoouar, and the like, there is no question that 
he would follow their example. Accordingly, it is 
contrary to all reason to treat: Xenophon as a genuine 
Attic writer, and to apply to him the same standard that 
may justly be applied to Aristophanes, Plato, and the 
Orators. As it is, there is every reason to believe that 
his text has already severely suffered in this way, and 
that early critics have made corrections of the same 
kind as modern editors have recently been introducing. 
The word 6éy7 is a case in point. It is not encountered 
once in the present texts of Xenophon. The Attic dcp 
has everywhere been substituted for it. Yet, besides that 
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of Phrynichus, there is the testimony of other grammarians 
to the same effect; and their authority is far superior to 
that of manuscripts, more recent by many centuries. Pol- 
lux has a remark of great value: ‘H 6€ ddu7 Kal evodpia 
dokel pev Tots ToAAOts elvat KaAG bvopata, EoTL bE TOLNTLKA, EV 
d€ Tots Katadoyddnv “lwvixa Kal AlwAuka. Tlapa 6€ *Avti- 
Povt. povo ddpas Kal evodutav! ebpor Tis dv (2. 76). In the 
texts of Xenophon 6éy7) must be restored, in accordance 
with the authority of Grammarians; and d6yy and evodpia 
are moreover guaranteed by Pollux to have survived, even 
in Attic, till the time of Antiphon, or the middle of the 
fifth century B.C., so that not only did Aeschylus use ddya 
in a lyrical passage, P. V. 115— 


° / > \ / > b) / 
TLS AX, TLS OOMa TpocETTA  aheyyns; 


but the manuscripts are probably to be trusted in exhibiting 
ddpy even in Euripidean senarii 2— 


@® Ociov ddpqs mvedpa kre. 
Hipp. 1391. 
Further evidence that the text of Xenophon, as we now 


have it, differs in many essential points from the text of 
the early Christian centuries, is not wanting. Photius? 
has preserved the fact that Xenophon used js for ws: 
“Eos, otxi Wés, TO’ Attikdy eott. Zevopar b& jos A€éyes trowy- 
na 4 Db) if / oS \ tA i \ 
TLK@S, KaTaKOpws €v Kvpov Iladeta av pos nO, Hv TE Tpos 
éonmépay. Yet €ws now appears everywhere in the manu- 
scripts. A gloss in Suidas is, Mdoowv, paxpotépos: Zevopav' 


\ > 


av pi ToAY pdcowr ddos 7j- To the examples of un-Attic 


‘ 


* The editions have dopas xai evoopiay, which means nothing. Antiphon, the 
earliest of Attic prose writers, retains very many words and forms of words aban- 
doned at a later period by the Attic dialect, and é8u7 and evoduia do not stand 
alone in his diction as indications of that earlier Attic, a still earlier stage of 
which became the basis of the Tragic diction. 

* The coexistence of éopq in Eur. El. 498, Cycl. 153, and in Soph. Phil. 891, 
Ant. 412, 1083; Fr. Philoct. 630; Synd. Fr. 141. 4, is only another instance of 
the combination of new and old in the Tragic diction, and of which the new 
voooiny, by the side of the old vocotu, is a striking instance. 

° In Lex. MSS. apud Valcken, ad Eur, Hipp. 78. 
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words and forms in Xenophon already referred to (see 
p- 59), may be added the following: yvwornp=Att. éy- 
yuntns, Cyr. 6. 2. 39; Sdorjp, amodextyp, 8.1. 9; emitaktip, 
2. 3. 43 Ontnp, ppactnp, 4. 5- 17; Oepamevtip, 7. 5. 65; 
punotnp, 8. 4.15; Avwavtnp, Hier. 3. 3; and in alphabetical 
order :— : 


*AyAaia=Koopes, Eq. 5. 8, d€60Ta. 6€ Tapa Oe@v Kai dydaias 
evexa inm@ xaltn Kal TpoKdpidy Te Kal ovpd. 

*Aypevw, hunt=Onpevo, xvvynyeto, Hipp. 4. 18, Cyn. 12. 6, 
mab. 5. 9. 8. 

"Ayxeuaxa STAa=Ta pi BadAcueva Gada, Cyr. I. 2. 13: 
Homer: Hesiod. 

"Ayxitéppav=yeitwr, Hier. 10. 7, ras d€ dyyxiTépwovas TOAELS : 
Soph. Fr. Lemn. 352; Eur. Rhes. 426. 

*"Aédans=dovveros, Cyr. 1. 6. 43, ovdevds adréy myednkas 
ovd dbdais yeyevnoar: Hdt. 2. 49; 5.90; 9. 46; cp. 8. 65. 

* AAytvopar=aridpat, AvTodpar, Apol. 8, adAyvvepnevos vdcois 
n ynpa. In Tragedy frequently, in Comedy only in 
parody or paratragedy. 

"Adéxo =aptve, if ddéfoua is read for ddeEjoowo in An. 7. 
4.3, SO nrcekdpynv, adeLacda, An. I. 3.63; 3. 4. 33, etc. 

°"AdéEw = dutve, act. Cyr. 4. 3. 2; middle, Cyr. 1. 5. 13. 

’AdeEntijp = Bonds, Occ. 4. 3, Tats matpiow ddeénripes: 
Hom. Il. 20. 396. j 

“AAiGo= d0poiw, Cyr. 1.4.14; An. 7. 3.48; 6.3.3; Herod. 
megs. 1557. 12; Eur, Heracl. 403: It occurs in 
Plato, Crat. 409 A, but only in a philological argument, 
dAvos obv ein pev Gv Kata TO GAlCew els Tad’Td Tovs dv- 
Opdrovs, emevdav dvaretAr. 

“Adxiyos=Opaovs, paxysos, Cyr. 1. 2. 10; 5. 2. 25, Anab. 4. 
meee g, 7.15, Hell. 7: 2, 163.7. 35 1,;O€c. 4.15, ete. In 
Plato, Rep. 614 B, it is used for the sake of a pun, and 
in Arist. Plut. 1002, in a proverb. 

"Apavpd=avyxéw, apavido, Cyn. 5. 4, 7 veAnvn Gpavpot Ta 
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ixyn: Ages. 11. 12, duavpody ta tév Toheuiov: Hdt. 9. 10; 
Eur. Fr. 420. 

*Avadkis, Cyr. 7. 5.62; 8. 1. 45, dvddxidas Kalb dovvraxtovs : 
Soph, dil: 901 5: dt. 2.109, 

’AvipO=dveAxo, Anab. 4. 2. 8, Eq. 7. I. 

ae Xen. An. 2. eysuees Tsonga 
d€ We anueipOn: otherwise only Epic. 

"ATeptkw=KolVo, Mem. 2. 9. 2, xtvas 8& tpépets va oor 
Tovs AUKovs awd TOV TpoBdTwv dmTepiKwor .. . amEeptKeWw: 
Oec. 5. 6, ai 6& Kives Ta Te Onpia amepvKovoa amd duns 
KapTOv Kat TpoBatwv. See épvxo. 

*Apaids==pavds, Lac. 11. 6, dpaal pddayyes: Hom. II. 16. 
161; Hippocr. 243. 36, nv 6% Epa én cal dpaids xetweva 
=vraris intervals. 

"Apnyw, Cyr. 1. 5. 13, tols pidous dpyyew: Occ. 5. 7, dpyyew 
™ xX%pqa: Hom. Il. 1. 77, etc.; Hered. 75236; Hippocr, 
395. 6, Aovtpdy 6& ovxvolor TGV vovonpdtwv aphyo. av 
xpeomevotot: Aesch. Eum. 571, P. V. 267, etc.; Soph. 
Ag. (926, ete: + Burn’ Tr.1772, ete. 

’AotupeArixtos = dopadys, Lac. 15. 7, dorupédktor tiv Baci- 
Aelay Tapexer. 

"ArnuéAntos = huwednpevos, Cyr. 5. 4. 18, ovdéva éxov arn- 
péAntov mapédervev: 8. 1. 14, oddels GtnwéAntos ytyverat. 
In an active sense, Cyr. 8. 1. 15, rGv oiket@y atnyedjtos 
éxew: Aesch. Agam. 891. 

"Ax Oewds=dvanpds, Mem. 4. 8. 1, 7d dxOewdrarov tod Biov: 
Hell. 4. 8. 27, odk dxdewés édpa: Eur. Hipp. 94, Hec. 
1240, 

"Axos=Avan, Cyr. 5. 5. 6, dxos airov édaBev: id. 6. 1. 37, of 
dvOpwrol pe xatadvovow dxer: Herod. 2. 131; Trag. freq. 
Buorn = Bios, Cyr. 7.2. 27, paxapiordrny Buoriy ... paxaptay 

Buorjy: Herod. 7. 47; Trag. 

Tapérns=darip, Cyr. 4. 6. 3, tov tis BaoiWéws Ovyatpds ya- 
pernv: Aesch. P. V. 897 (ch.); Eur. Supp. 1028 (ch.), 
Troad. 312 (ch.). 
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Tavpotpar=aydddopuat, éraipowat, Hier. 2. 15, yavpodvrar én 
To €pyw: Cyr. 2. 4. 30, émvyavpwOels TH evtohn Tod Kupov: 
Eur. Or. 1532, Bacch. 1144. 

ToGpar=a7obaxptw, Cyr. 4. 6.9, 7 Ovyatnp ToAAG youwpevy : 
on which Pollux (3. 100) remarks, Zevofév 8% yowpevy 
mov Neyer TonTiK@Tepov : Aesch. Pers. 1072; Eur. Tro. 289; 
Soph. O. R. 1249, etc. In Ar. Thesm. 1036 in ch. 

Tewapevor ot=oi yoveis, Mem. 1. 4. 7, Apol. 20; Herod. 1. 
$20,492; 4.10; 6, 52. 

Aanpev=enoripov, Cyr. I. 2. 12, danuoveotato. Kal dvipi- 
Kotato.: Od. 8. 159. 

Adredov=edados, de Re Eq. t. 3, at twrdal ézdal wéppw amd 
Tod bamedov Exovor TiV XeALOdva Kadovpérny: id. BaoTep yap 
KvpBarov Wodel mpos TO SaTedw 7) KOLAn d7An: Anab. 4. 
5. 6, dvaTnKopevns THs xLdvos BdOpor eylyvovTo peydAo. eoTeE 
émt TO Odmedov: Cyr. 8. 8. 16, Oec. 8. 17; Homer; Eur. 
Hipp. 230 (ch.), Alc. 594 (ch.). In Ar. Plut. 515 in para- 
tragedy. 

Aayirjs=ap0ovos, Anab. 4. 2. 22, Kadats oikiais Kal ém- 
Tndelois dayidéot, 4. 4. 2: EmiTHOELa O HY dayiAnH: Mem. 2. 
pee eyt. 1. 6. 17; Herod. 3. 130. The: word occurs 
in middle Comedy, Sophilus (in Ath. 3. 100 a), by 
the side of yopracOjocoua, and orpnd. Antiphanes in 
Ath. 1. 23). 

Aecnvia=éor1d, Mem. I. 3.7, Occ. 2. 5, Cyr. 4. 5. 5; Hom. 
Od7 4, 535, etc.; Herod. 7. 118. 

Acondovvos=dernotikds, Oec. 9. 16; 14. 2; Aesch. Pers. 
587; Eur. Hec. 101, I. T. 439; and in Ar. Thesm. 42 in 
paratragedy. 

Aovré=xpovw, which occurs in An. 1. 8. 18, although in 
itself quite in keeping with Xenophon’s style, evidently 
belongs to a gloss; but dod70s is met with in An. 2. 2. 19, 
OdpuBos Kal boiz0s iv olov eikds poBov eurecdvros : Homer ; 
Aesch. Cho. 375; Soph. Aj. 633; Eur. Ion 516. In 


hs w / U ‘> a “~ 
Thuc. 3. 22. 5, xaréBare yap Tis kepapida 1) mEecovc"a 
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Wogpov éroinoer, an excellent MS. has d0d70v, which may 
be right—an indication of the immaturity of Attic in the 
historian’s time. 

ApbrTowar=orapdcocoua, Cyr. 3. 1, 13, yuvaikes dvaBojnoaca 
edptmTovTo: id. 3. 3. 67, Kkarappnyvipevat te mémAovs Kat 
dpuTTopevat: Hom. Od. 2. 153; Eur. El. 150, Hec. 655. 

AvoeATis=avédmotos, dvedTiotws éxwv, Vect. 3. 7, Hell. 5. 
4. 31; Aesch. Cho, 412 (ch.). 

Adpnywa=sépov, Hier. 8. 4; Aesch, P. V. 626, Pers. 523; 
Soph. Aj. 662; Eur. Hel, 883, etc. 

*ExtayAos = Oavyacrds, Hier. 11. 3, dmAous b€ Tols éxtayhord- 
Tos avTos KaTaxexoopnuevos: Homer freg.; Aesch. Ag. 
862, Cho. 548; Soph. El. 204; Herod. 9. 48 has the 
verb éxzayAeduevor, and Eur. Or. 890, Tro, 929, Hec. 1157. 

"EuroAy= via, dopria, Hell. 5. 1, 23, 6Akddas yepovoas Tas 
pév Tivas oitov, Tas € Kal eéumodjs: =ovn, Cyr. 6. 2. 39, 
ei O€ Tis xpnuaTtwy TpocdetcOa vopulCer eis eumodjv... 
Aap Bavew: Soph. Fr. Scyr. Nk. 508; Eur. I. T. 1111. 

"Efadand(o = éxrop06, Ar. 7. 1. 29, ‘EhAnvida dé ets iv pdtv 
Tow jAOoper, TabTnv €LadaTaéouer: Il, 1. 129. 

"Exapyyo=enixovpd, Cyr. 6. 4, 18, of amd tov abpyav jyiv 
emapnéovor: Il, 1. 408, et freq.; Aesch. Cho. 725; Soph. 
El, 1197; Eur. El. 1350; Aristoph. Vesp.)402;.a0 
anapaests. 

"Exoayirevouar (vid. dayir7s supra), Cyr. 2. 2.15, qpiv yé- 
Awtos emidayirAevoet: Herod, 5. 20. 

"Epeimw, Cyr. 7. 4. 1, 6 6& Képos pnxavas éroveiro Os epelipwr 
ta telxn: Homer freq.; Herod. 9. 70; Soph. Ant. 596, 
OG 78. aA. 5900; 

"Epvxw, Anab. 3. 1. 25, épvxew am éuavtod ra Kakd (see dze- 
puxo): Hom, freq.; Herod, 9. 49; Aesch. Sept. 1075; 
soph. Tr, 120, Phil. 1153; Eur. H. F. 317. 

EvOnpootvy, Cyr. 8. 5. 7, caddov yeito 6 Képos év oikta etvar 
emiTpoevpa tiv evOnuootynv xte.: Hesiod, Op. 471: 6n- 
pov, Aesch. Cho. 84. 
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Etvétw, Cyn. 9. 3, o8 ay péddy Exdorn Tov EavTijs evvdceww 
(véBpov): id. 12. 2, ebvdlerOar oKAnpds dvvatot écovtas 
kal pvAakes etvar dyabot: Soph. Trach. 1242, O. R. 982; 
Eur. Med. 18, Rhes. 611, 762. 

"Ey Opatve=picd, Ag. 11. 5, TOv Tappynoraopevar ovddeva 
ixOpawvev: Soph. Ant. 93 (v. |. éxdaipo). 

’"Hidv, Hell. 1. 1. 5, xara tHv nidva: Hom. freq.; Herod. 8. 
96; Aesch. Ag. 1159 (ch.); Eur. Or. 995 (ch.), Tro. 
827 (ch.). 

’"HAiBaros, Anab. I. 4. 4, trepOev 6& joav wétpat HALBaror: 
Hom. Il. 15. 619, ire métTpn HALBaros: id. 16. 35, Od. 9. 
243; 10, 88; 13. 196; Hesiod, Theog, 786, Scut. 422; 
Theognis, 176; Pindar, Ol. 6. 110; Aesch. Suppl. 351; 
Eur. Hipp. 732; Ar. Av. 1732 (ch.). In late prose writers, 
as Polybius, 4. 41. 9; Plutarch, Mor. 163 C, 935 E; 
Sttabo, 17. 818, 

OdrATo=ODeppaivw, Cyr. 5. 1. 11, pnd€ pry@v Tod XElwovos pyoe 
OddmecOa. Tod Oé€povs: Hom. Od. 21. 179; Hesiod, 
Theog. 864; Aesch. P. V. 590, 650, 878; Soph. Tr. 
697, 1082, Phil. 38, El. 888, Ant. 417; Eur. Hel. 183. 
In Ar. Eq. 210, at ka pe OadO7 Adyors, in pseudo-oracle. 

Orjyo=dbive, Cyr. I. 2. 10, thy Woxiy OjyerOar: 1. 6. 41, 
eb pev Ta cdpara HoKnpeva, €v be ai Wrxal TeOnypevar: 2. 1. 
11, Tas Woxas Ojyev: 2. 1. 13, Onyew TO ppdvnpa: 2. 1. 20, 
Onyew Tus Woxas eis Ta ToAeuiKd: Mem. 3. 3. 7, Onyew 
rus Woxas Tov inméwv: Hom. Il. 2. 382, etc.; Aesch. Ag. 
toca, Pb. V. 311, Sept. 715; Soph. Aj. 584; ete.;. Eur. 
Of, 51. 1036, 1625, El, 1142, etc. In Ar, Lys, 1255, in 
the xdpos Aakdévor. 

Ovyydvo=tirropa, Cyr. 1. 3. 5, Orav rovtwv tivds Oiyns: 5. I. 
16, mupds Ovyovta: 6. 4. 9, Ovyov adbris ris Kepadgrs: 
Hippocr. 8. 88; 6. 90; 3. 272, etc.; Aesch. P. V. 849, 
Sept. 44, 258, Ag. 432, 663, etc.; Soph. O. R. 760, 1413, 
1469, O. C. 330, 470, etc.; Eur. Hec. 605, Or. 218, 382, 
1602, Hipp. 310, etc. It is not found in Comedy, except 
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once in anapaests in Pherecrates, Ath. 6. 263 B, and in 
Lacedaemonian form, ovyny=Otyetv, in Ar. Lys. 1004. In 
Antiphanes, Ath. 15. 667 A, Oiyy is merely a conjecture 
of Jacobs’ for rvx7. 

‘Inrdrns =inreds, Cyr. 1. 4. 18, ody rots taparvxyotow tandrais : 
8. 8. 20; de Re Eq. 8. 10, dv0 inmdra ovvtiWeuévw: Hom. 
Il. 2. 336, et freq.; Herod. 9. 69, of rév OnBatwv tamora: 
Aesch. Sept. 80 (ch.); Soph. O, C. 699%. Hun Pitaem 
OOH, CEC: = 

Kaive=<amoxtetvw, Cyr. 4. 2. 24, otro. 6& Kawvdvtwv [so 
KaTakaivw =aroktetyw very frequently in Xenophon alone 
of Classical authors]: Aesch. Ag. 1562, Sept. 347, 630, 
Cho. 930; Soph. O. C. 994, El. 820, Anti 13293" Eas 
Pes 3665.15 i. 29. 125o. ete. 

KAi} Go = Kade, Cyr. 1. 2. 1, Hepoeidar amd Meporéws KA Govrar: 
Hippocr. 3. 191;Aesch. Ag. 631; Sophi@s Ryo mnie 
1451, etc:; Eur. Phoen. 10, H. F. 340, )Bacmegnoomeres 
In Ar. Thesm. 116 in chorus; soin Av. 1745: but in id. 
905, 921 in the mouth of the zounris. 

KAwreo=Kdénto, An. 6. 1. 1, ékAomevov ed pdda Tovs aTo- 
oxedavvvpevovs: Lac. 2. 7. Suidas has the gloss, ékAd- 
Tevov, ExAETTOV’ Zevopav ev ™ AvaBacer. 

Kowav=kowwvds, Cyr. 7. 5. 35, Kowdvas TOV KatateTpay- 
pevov: 8, 1. 16, 36, 40. Pollux says, 8. 134, of xowdves, 
EZevopertos tOvov: but Pindar uses the word in Pyth. 3. 28, 


and xowedv is an excellent emendation of Scaliger’s for 
tov vedv in Eur. H. F. 340— 


® Zed, parny ap dpoyapov o éxtnodunp, 
patny b& Taidds Tov vedy exAnCopen. 
Cp. dvvedy, Evvjav. ; 
Kvépds, Apol. 29, 6 perv avijp dd€ Kvoipds: de Re Eq. to. 16, 
KvOp® TO oxypati, of a horse: Hom. Od. 11. 580; Aesch. 
Fr. 162 (Nk.). 
Addvpa= Xela, Hell. 5. 1. 24, xal admodduevos ra Addupa: cp. 
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AadvpoTododrres in An. 6. 6. 38: AadypomdAns, Anab. 7. 7. 
BO Hell. 4. 1. 26; Aesch. Sept. 278, Ag. 578; Soph. 
iieeatG, Ay. 93; Eur. Rhes. 179, H. F: 416. 

Adyos=pépos, An. 5. 3. 9, TOv Ovopevwr AaXos Kal TOY On- 
pevoyevov: Aesch. Eum. 5, 310, 335, 344, etc.; Soph. 
Ant. 1303. 

Aenharé=Acvay Tovodpa, etc., Cyr. 1. 4. 17, Aendarteiv ex Tis 
Myuxijs: 1. 4. 20; Hell. 4. 4. 15, et freq.: cp. AenAacia, 
Fees t 90; Edt: 2. 152; Soph. Aj. 343; Eur. Rhes. 
293, Hec. 1143. In Dem. 280. 8 it is in a letter of 
Philip. 

Ag€xpios=TAdyios, Cyn. 4. 3, ixvevdvtmy TiWciom Tas Kepadas 
émt yiv Aexpids, Soph. O. C. 195; Eur. Med. 1168: 
Hec. 1025. 

Aewpyés=Kakodpyos, savoipyos, Mem. 1. 3. 9, Oeppoupyorarov 
Kat Newpydratov: Aesch. P. V. 5. 

Anis=derd, Rep. Lac. 13. 11, Anida dyov: Hom. Od. 3. 
106, etc.: Aesch. Sept. 331 (ch.). 

Avpavtnp=Avpedv, Hier. 3. 3, Avpartipas ths Tov yuvatkov 
didtas mpos Tovs dvdpas: Soph. Tr. 793, Avparris. 

Maoretdw= (7G, Anab. 5. 6. 25; 7. 3. 11, Ages. I. 23; 9. 
3, etc.; Aesch. Ag. 1099; Soph. O. T. 1052; Eur. 
Phoen. 416. The companion form paredw is also unknown 
to Attic prose and Comedy. 

Myjxicros =paxpdratos, Ages. 10. 4, ddixduevos emt TO pijKioTov 
avOpwnivov aidvos: id. 11.15, Cyr. 4. 5.28; Hom. II. 7. 
155, etc.; Aesch. Frag. 275 (Nk.); Soph. O. T. 1301, 
Phil. 849. 

Mypio=ovvdyw, svvoté\dw, etc., An. 6. 5. 22, Oartov yap 
GOpdov eddxer dv ottw mépav yevéoOar 7d orpdrevrpa 7) el 
Kata tiv yépupav eeynptovro: Hom. Od. 12. 170; Hes. 
Op. 538; Soph. ap. Ath. 3. 99 D, vaira: & éunpdoavro vyos 
lox d6a. 

Méx00s=odvos, Conv. 2. 4, avd Trév edevdeplov pdxOwv : 8. 40, 
copa tkavov poxovs imopépew: Hes. Sc. 306; Aesch. 
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P. V. 99, 244, 314, 393, etc.; Soph: O, Ciena goumnn 
1170, etc.; Eur. Hipp. 52, Phoen. 695, Med. 1261, etc. 
Moy 06, however, though rare, is good Attic. 

Moucarroyar= Bdedvrropat, Cyr. 1. 3. 5, pucatropevoy Tadta Ta 
Bpdpara: Hippocr. 477. 25, wuodrreras ro ciadov: Eur. 
Med. 1149. . 

Neoyvds =veoyerns, Cyn. 5.14, Ta Alav veoyvd: 10. 23, veoyvol 
veBpol: Oec. 7. 21, veoyvdv Téxvay: id. 24, veoyva Bpédn : 
Her. .2. 2;:Aesch, Agam. 11633 Eurdlomen 

Néoua: is read by one manuscript in Cyr. 4. I. 11, ods pd- 
Arora Kapds iv 7) AaBelv 7) Kataxaveiy, otro. ef taTwv 
veovTat ovs pels TpéeTecOar pev ovv Tols Oeots ikavol, bid- 
kovTes b€ atpety ovx txkavol. Most manuscripts read écovrat. 
There is little question that the véovra: is right, and 
that €covra is an ancient emendation, no more worthy 
of being received into the text than the dxodvro. of 
Cobet (Mnem. N. S. 3. 389). Xenophon used véovrat 
as he used jpeérnoa for ipounv (Cyr. 4. 5. 21), epxopevos 
for idv (see p. 109), and such like words and forms. 
The present inquiry will have served its purpose if 
it puts an end to unwarranted emendations in the text 
of Xenophon. 

Noodhiw=tpaip6, Cyr. 4. 2. 42, xpiypata otk ayvoe Ort bv- 
vatov npiv vooploacba badca av BovdSpeba: Eur. Supp. 
1533 Aesch. Cho. 620; Soph. Phil. 1497 see 

“OABos = evdaiporvia, Xen. Cyr. 1. 5. 9, where it forms one of 
the series ¢6ABos, evdapovia, Tysal: 4. 2. 44 (no Attic 
writer could have distinguished between éAfos and 
evoamovia) ; Hdt. 1. 86, very freq. in all three Tragedians, 

“OxO0s, Hipparch. 6.5; 8.3; de Re Eq. 3. 7; Hdt. 4. 203; 
8. 52; 9. 25; 56. 99; Aesch. Supp. 467, Cho. 4; Eur. 
Supp. 655. In Ar. Thesm. 1105, and Ran, 1172, in 
parody. 

"Oyupos, see p. 124. 

Tavapuvatos=addormp, Cyr. 8. 7. 18, otovs pev poBovs rots 
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plarpdvos €uBaddrovaw, olovs d€ Tadapvalovs Tots avogiots 
éemimeutovow: Eur. I. T. 1218— 

A. tl xpn je Spar; 

B. wémAov dppatov mpodecOat. 

A. pi) Tadapvatov AdBo ; 
According to the Etym. Mag., Zeus had this surname in 
Chalcis, 647. 43, 6 yap rovs avroyeipl povevoavtas Tiwpov- 
pevos Zevs Tahapvaios. Aeyerat cal év Xadxid. Tadapvaios. 
In the other sense of airéxep, it does not occur in 
Xenophon, but, according to Harpocration, sub voc., in 

. Hyperides ey r6 kata Anpddov, and it is put in Hermes’ 
mouth by Phrynichus, Com. (Plutarch. Alc. 20). The 
word is well known in Tragedy, Aesch. Eum. 448; 
Soph. El. 587. 

Tlémapar=keéxtnpa, An. 1. 9. 10, dare exTOvTo Kal 0 éméTaTO 
ad Tis HKioTa Kipoy exputtev: 3. 3. 18, mémavTar opevdovas : 
6. 1. 12; Aesch. Agam. 835, memapevos. Aesch. has 
also the future mdocowa in Eum. 177, and the aorist 
é7do=exTHow in Frag. 211 (Nk.). In Soph. O. C. 528— 


Os ' c , 4 
7 aTpolev, ws axkova, 


dvoevupa ExTp eTANCO ; 


Nauck is probably right in reading érdoo. 

Tlepuémm = Oeparévm, xpGpar, Mem. 2. 9. 5, pada meptetmev 
avtév: Conv. 8. 38, rodrov rais peylorais Tysals TEepLeTrew : 
Cyr. 4. 4. 12, rodrov ws evepyérny Kat dpidrov ody os doddov 
mepuewouev: Hell. 3. 1. 16, of “EAAnves od mdvu Tu Karas 
mepie(novto: Herod. 1. 73, and very frequently. 

Tlopoivew=eitperiGw, mapackevd dw, Cyr. 4. 2. 47, mopavvortes 
TO émiTNOEIA; 7.5.17, T0 TOU ToTapo0d OUTwS eTOpatvETO, etC. : 
ei g, 7, et al.; Aesch. Cho, oi%, 1041} Ag. 1251, 
maya, etc,; Soph. O, C, 941, El, 670; etc.; Eur.’ Med: 
1020, etc. 

Ilpéios, see supra, p. 124. 


“PeiOpov =fetua, Cyn. 5. 15, 34; 9. 11; Hdt. 1. 75, 186, 
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191,et.al.; Aesch. P. V. 790, Pers. 497; Sopa sAinta ae 
Bur. El. 7094. 

Lapynvidw, Cyr. 8. 7. 9, tiv BacwWciay capynvicavta karaduTety : 
Hell. 7. 5. 21; Mem. 4. 3.4, Occ. 20: M@Mehengeemeeei 
P. V. 228. Sadnvys=cadys is found in Hdt. 1. 140, etc. ; 
Aesch, Pers. 634, 738, etc.; Soph. Trachmsagz. 

Dadrepos, Cyr. 6. 3. 4, dwavra cal cadrepa jv: Hom. IL. 1. 
32, GAN tO ph p> epéOi€e, cadrepos ws xe vena. This 
comparative is formed from odos, which, when contracted, 
gave the Attic ods. 

Enkacw, Hell. 3. 2. 4, réAos 6 Gomep ev atdAlw onxacbevtes 
KatnkovtiaOnoav: Hom. Il. 8. 131. 

Tdpaxos=rapaxy, Anab. 1. 8. 2, Cyr. 7. 5.9392,\Oeenoamoy 
de Re Eq. 9.4; Hippocr. 300. 41, imnperotvros To OoptBo 
Kal Tapayw TOU KUparos. 

‘Yrdderywa=Tapdaderypa, see p. 62. 

‘Trobnpootvn=napaiveois, Mem. 1. 3. 7, “Epyod troOnpootry : 
Hom. Il. 15. 412, droOnwootyynow ’A@nvns. 

Poivevor oi, Cyr. 8. 7.18; Hom. Od. 24. 436, etc.; Aesch. 
Pers. 626, etc.; Soph. Tr. 1161; Eur. Dresmioog 

PpevG =vovbeTG, Mem. 2. 6. 1, boxe? 5€ prow Kal eis TO SoKipd- 
ew, pidrovs drolovs aévov kracbat, ppevobv, Todde Eyov: 
Aesch. Agam. 1183, etc.; Soph, Ant. 754)!ctes eum 
Ion 526, etc. 

Dvpdnv=avaplé, Cyr. 7.1. 37, pvponv eudayovto kat weCot Kab 
immets: Aesch. Pers. 812. 


LXXII. 





BeAdvu kal BeAovormmAHC Gpyaia, fH dé pagic TI éottv ovK 


GV TLC FVOIH, 





Of these two words fais was undoubtedly the older, 
Bedovn standing in the same relation to padls as képnua to 


> 
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cdpov, and vépia to dyyos. Helladius (p. 17) has the following 
interesting note on this point: 7d pdxtpay kadely ev ais tas 
pacas parrovow, “ArtiKov Kal ovx, os Evior dokodow, idvwriKdr. 
G\AG kal 7) EVotpa Tis oTAeyyiOos Kal Tod bxeTod 7 Kdpoppor Kat 
6 ddeTov Tod pvAov Kal THs PBEeAdvns: } pals TadaLorepov. 
According to a grammarian in Bekk. Anecd. 113, Epi- 
charmus employed padis,—padida’ tiv Beddvnv >Enixappyos, 
and Pollux, 10. 136, quotes the word from Archippus— 
papioa kat Nivoy AaBav 
TOOE pHypa ovppawov. 
In Attic, however, BeAcvyn replaced the earlier word. Pollux, 
10. 136, kal Beddvns b& To’vopa év EiaéAtdos Ta€udpxous— 
eyo O€ ye atigw oe Bedovaiow Tpioty, 
kat Bedovides, ws “Epuitmos ev Mofpas. Aeschines uses 
BedAovn in 77. 28, and Aristophanes Bedovo7eAns in Plut. 


175. For Bedo7méALdas in Pollux, 7. 200, Bedovo7MAtdas 
should be read. 


bp. Cui 





*AkeotHe A€foustv Ol TGAGLOL, OUK FTHTHC. “Eott nev ATH» 
saceat Gma— map ’Aptstopaver év Aattadedot, TatgovTt Tac 
“Hoiodou brobHikac—Kai KOGKIVov HrtHoac@at—ov dé Aé€re 


GKEGUGOAL TO LGTLOV. 





Phrynichus was before some of our present-day scholars 
in recognizing that its use, even in the senarii of Comedy, 
did not necessarily enfranchise a word as Attic, and he 
explains correctly the occurrence of 77jcac0a in Aristo- 
phanes. The word continued in use outside Attica till it 
became a synonym of dxetoOa in the Common dialect, and 
accordingly there is no reason why Xenophon should not 
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have employed it. In Cyr. 1. 6. 16 the better manuscripts 
read aanrat where others exhibit dxeorat: domep tpatiov 


payévtwy elot tives iaytal, ovtw Kal of larpol Stay tives voon- 
gwot, TOTe iGvTar TovTovs, and in spite of the fact that in the 
LYvvaywyy A€Lewv ypnoiwwv (Bekk. An. 364. 15), dxeorat is 
recommended,— Axeoral* of Ta ipatia axotpevor’ Zevopor" 
aonep tuatiwy payevtwy eiot Ties dxeotat, it is likely that the 
latter word is simply an alteration of some critic who 
considered Xenophon an Attic writer. All grammarians, 
Moeris (p. 48), Photius, Aelius Dionysius (in Eustath. 1647, 
57), and others reject both the verb and the substantives 
yanTys and i7)Tpva, and it was probably from trust in their 
authority that some mistaken copyist substituted dxeorat 
for nanral in the Cyropaedia, 


EXXIy, 





"Arasoc uGAAov A€re, UH Gpaewrtepoc, Kal dvti Tot afaea- 


> \ ’ 
TATUC, GFavoc MaALoTA, 








There is no instance of the regular comparative and 
superlative of dyaéds till the Common dialect, and the 
dictum of Aelius Dionysius may be accepted as final: 
ayabdrepos Kal ayadératos Tap ovdevi Tov “EAAnvev keirat 
(ap. Eustath. 1384. 50). Unknown to any dialect of 
Classical Greek, they were the product of a degenerate 
age. 


EGY 





“Apyfdev mowWtat A€épouct, TOV € KaTaAOPadHY doKivov 


> > 


ovdelc, GAN €& apytic. 





The same statement is found in the App. Soph. 7, 


RETIN EWS PIRYVIVICHUS: We 


*Apxndery Tapa pev tails dAdas diadektois evploxeraus “Arri- 
Kots 6€ ov idov’ 610 ovre TAdrwra ovtre Oovkvdldnv ori 
evpety A€yovta TovTo: and in the Yvvaywyh A€Lewv xpyoipwv 
(450. 4) there is a very fertile remark on this word: ’Apyj- 
Oev ovK éott Tapa Tots *AtrTiKois, tiv Tap’ AloxtA@* Tap’ 
“Hpoddt@ 6& go7t kal Tots “Iwor. 

The lexicography of the word in Classical times is as 
Seemed, 1.691; -3. 25, 80; 5. 183.7. 104; 8. 22; 
Hippocrates, 1195 init.; Pindar, Ol. 9. 81, Isthm. 4. 11; 
Aeschylus; Sophocles, in Frag. Androm. ap. Hesychium, 
voc. kovpiov (Nk. 122). 

In fact, the history of dpy7Oev is like that of a very large 
proportion of the words in a Greek Lexicon. Used in 
early times, and appearing both before and after the Attic 
period, it was rejected by Attic writers as unnecessary; 
but its existence in early Attic is demonstrated by its 
appearance in the verse of the Tragedians and in Ionic 
writers contemporary with the fastidious masters of Athe- 
nian Prose and Comedy. 

Lobeck’s note shows that apx70ev and its fellows—daypddev, 
ovpavdbev, paxpddev, ynOev, mupyd0ev, etc.—were of frequent 
occurrence in the Common dialect. In Attic this class of 
words is singularly small, and, if proper names like ’ A@jv7- 
dev, Ayxvandev, Kovdvdnder, Kpiddev, LevreAn dev, and adverbs 
like méppwlev, éxeidev, xapadev, are excepted, few are left 
to claim Attic citizenship except marpddev, olkobev, Ew6er, 
bépadev. Though pyrpddev does not happen to occur in pure 
Attic, it was doubtless in use in genealogical formulae, and 
should take a place by the side of warpddev. 
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EX Xvi: 








2 ‘ 


Footptetv émt tod EurmimAdoe@ar Aérovotv “ASHvatot, ovK emt 


Too THV saoTepa TUTTTELv. 


It is true that Pollux refers to Comedy the meaning 
here assigned by Phrynichus to yaorpiew (2. 168), yaorpt- 
papyia kal yaotpipapyos, yaotpodpos, Kat yaoTpiopos, Kal yao- 
tploa Kal yaorpld.oy of KwpiKol... Kal breyaotpicero, TO €xop- 
TaCeTOo, 7) Kwpwdla, but in the Attic which has come down to 
us the verb is used only in the sense which the Grammarian 
reprehends— 

® TAs Kal dp’, dh olwy Onplwy yaorpiCopa.. 
Ar. Eq. 273. 

mat avtov avdpedtata Kal 

yaotpice Kal Tols evTépows KTE. 
Id. 454. 

oTpéBer, TapaBawe KUKA® Kal ydoTpLooY ceavToV. 
Vesp. 1529. 

Perhaps in this place, as certainly in some others, the 
text of Phrynichus has been tampered with, and the words 
discussed transposed ; but the alteration, if made at all, 
must have been made at an early date, as Thomas Mag. 
182 reproduces the dictum of Phrynichus as it is printed 
above. 

In either case the remark is of no value. Taorpi€ew is 
one of a large class of Greek verbs which have their mean- 
ing defined by the context. Thus the verb kapxiody 
naturally means, to make into a crab or make crab-like, just 
as dovA® means, fo make into a slave, enslave, and, with a 
slight modification, it is so used by Antiphanes (Athen. 15. 
667 A) in describing the game of cottabos— 


2) nn lal lal \ iy 
avAnTiK@s O€t KapKivody Tous daKTvAOUS, 
gy Sf \ 5 iy \ Sf / 
OLVOV TE [LLKPOV EYXEAL KAL 1) ToAUY. 


In the passive it is frequently applied to the roots of 
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trees, Zo become tangled, and might be employed of any 
object which possessed any of the marks of a crab. One 
of these, however, is so obtrusive that it puts the rest out 
of count, and xapxwotv has consequently few modifications 
of meaning. The corresponding form from raépos should 
be more prolific, and, as a matter of fact, its signification 
covers a wide ground. Hesychius has preserved the active 
voice, and the primary meaning, in the gloss ravpwoov" tai- 
pov zolnoov, and the passive voice is similarly used by 
Euripides in the lines— 

Kal tadpos jpiv mpdcbev nyeicOat doxels, 

Kal o@ Képata Kpatl mpoomepuKévat. 

GAN 7 mor oba Onp; Terav’pwoar yap ovdv. 

Bacch. 920. 

By Aeschylus the meaning is generalized in Cho. 275, ad 
taurt ferociam revocari— 

anoxpnyaro.or Cyutas Tavpovpevov’ 
but in another passage of Euripides (Med. 92) it is spe- 
cialised by the accusative dupa, and becomes equivalent to 
our own glare— 

dn yap €tdov dppa viv Tavpovpevnv. 
For dupa ravpovpévnv here, a writer in prose or comedy 
would have employed ravpnddv BA€xoveay or opdcav. 

The adjective dravpwros suggests still another significa- 
tion of ravpoir. 

The same is true of verbs in -G. It depends altogether 
upon the context whether depi¢w means, pass the summer or 
mow ; xewdlo, pass the winter or raise a storm, and no more 
fault can be found with éapi¢w, in Plato, Ax. 371 C, Ae- 
paves avOeow eaprCopevor, than in Xen. An. 3. 5. 15, *ExBarava, 
evOa eaplCew déyera Bacideds. In the only place in which 
the verb has been preserved, fice happens to mean, 
dance a sword-dance, Crates (?) in Etym, Mag. 270. 5— 

Eiduce cal module Kal bvappiKvov' 
N 2 
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but in Aristoph. Eq. 781, d:agupi¢oyar occurs in the sense of 
jight with the sword— 

ge yap, ds Mndouor btekiplow ep! THs xepas Mapabdn. 
Aristophanes (Eq. 358) uses Aapuyyi¢m in the meaning of 
throttle, but in Demosthenes (323. 1) it has that of daw. 
Many more illustrations of such pliability of signification 
will meet the student in every Greek author, and it is mere 
pedantry to restrict yaorpi(m to a single meaning. The 
lines of Aristophanes, already quoted, establish one signi- 
fication, and the existence of the substantive yaortpiopos, 
in the Comic poet Sophilus, implies a similar sense for the 
verb: Yéqidros ev Piriapyo— 

yaotpiop.os €otar dayidys KTe. 

Athen. 3. 100 A. 

From another point of view, yaotpi¢w, with the sense of 
eat gluttonously, may be regarded as derived from ydorpis, 
a gourmand (Ar. Av. 1604, Thesm. 816), but the other ex- 
planation is preferable. In Eur. Med. 188 the word ravpodjae 
has been so specialised that it is compounded with do, 
just as 6p6 or BAéemw might be; and dépypara anoravpotra 
denotes the fixed glare of passionate excitement. Occa- 
sionally a preposition serves the same purpose as an accu- 
sative in fixing the meaning of a verb, and dazockv0ia, 
scalp, avaxaitifa, rear up, tnockedQw, trip up, and anotn- 
yavitw, eat hot, convey a very different meaning from that 
which would attach to the simple verbs if they happened 
to exist. 


Xe Ie 





Fapradtzetw dia tod p Aére, GAAG MH Ota TOv dvO 7, 


POPPAAIelv. 





‘Tayyadi¢ew vero quam longe a vetustatis consuetudine 
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absit, vel ex eo patet quod Hemsterhusius, unicus Thomae 
commentator, omnia expiscatus, nullum nisi ex Hesychio 
et Glossis Graecolatinis exemplum proferre potuit; adde 
his dvoeyayydAwcros imzos, Geopon. L. xvi. 2.1110." Lobeck. 


EXXVAILT 





THivov Aexteov dia TOO H, Kai WH dia TOD €, Féivov. 





‘Téivos nusquam locorum vidi, sed yyiwos ubique apud — 
antiquissimos pariter ut recentissimos reperitur.’ Lobeck. 
Of Attic writers the word occurs principally in Plato, Polit. 
272 D, 288 B, Legg. 6. 778 D, 10. 895 C, Phaedr. 246 C, 
Tim. 64 C,65 D, etc. The shortening of the vowel is due 
to the same tendency that converted méya into ropa, ava- 
Ona into dvabewa, wavoixnota into Tavoikecia, yAwoookopetov 


into yAwoodxopor, etc. 


LXXIX., 





[AwoooKoNov" Tov Mev TUTOV Kai THV Oéotv br dpyatev 
€xet, Stepbapuevac de A€fpeTat UMO TOV TOAAMV éypAy 


Pap FAWTTOKOMELOV A€rety, omep GueArEt Kal ot ApyatoL. 





The passage is hopelessly corrupt, but in the App. Soph. 
32. 28 the genuine words of Phrynichus have survived: 
TAwrtrokopeiov’ éml pdvov tot Tév avAntiKOv yAwTTOv ayyelov. 
if > ‘ > 7 co / , * 
totepov 6€ Kal els Erépay yxpyow Kateckevdcero, BiBrlwv 7) 
c by. > , a £ n ¥ “a ’ oats on 
ipatiov 7 apybpov 7 dtovody GAAov' Kadovor 6 avTo ol dpua- 


Oeis yAwoooxKopov. 
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LXXX. 





puddtew dittHv éxet tTHy Guaptiav, év te TH mpomopa 
kal T@ GHUatvoUev@, év EV TH TPOMOpG dia Tav dbo AA, 
év 0€ TH GHMAIVOLEV@, STL MAPA ToIc Gpyatotc TO FpLAtgetv 
€otl TWEeMevov Emi TAC THV bAv MwvAc, oi Sé vOv TaTTOU- 
olv emi THY @MoOpPTiKc Kai GoyHUdva Spyoupev@v.  Epeic 


ouv FPVAtzeLv Kal FpvAtoMoC VAv, OU FpUAALGLLOC. 


Lobeck’s conjecture of ddupopéver for épyoupévwr is proved 
to be wrong by the App. Soph. 33: ypvAdos d& ba Tay 
dvoiy AX dpxjpatos ecidds eoTiy, 7 pev odv Gpxnois bd TOV 
Alyumtioy ypuvAAopos Kadeita, ypvAXos dé 6 dpyotpevos. The 
two words are evidently distinct, and it is idle to try to 
bring them together. 


IPO. 





ForruAw’ Kai evtadea GudptHua, ol rap madatot emi Tod 
OTporrvAou TLOEQoLV, Ol dé vov émi TAc bd Tov ‘EAAKVODy 
FOFrUAlOoc KAAOUMEVHC. A€re ovv Em TOO Aayavou rorruAte, 


GAAG LH FOrruAH. 





The word yoyytdos is probably from a reduplicated form of 
the same root as supplied yavdds, a milk-pail (Od. 9. 223), 
and yatdos, a merchant-vessel (Hdt. 3. 136; 8.97; Ar. Av. 
598; Epicharm. ap. Athen. 7. 320 C). It was replaced in 
mature Attic by ozpoyyvAos, a word akin to orpdy€, otpay- 
yevo, oTpayydAn, stringo, strictus, etc., and only by accident 
having a certain resemblance to yoyyvAos. The latter word 
is naturally met with in Ionic, and in Galen’s Lexicon to 
Hippocrates yoyyvAis is explained by ozpoyyvAn, a usage 
which may be paralleled from Herodotus, who employs 
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immdas for tamuxny, “Ids for "Iwvixn, etc. As an Ionic word, 
it was also not out of place in Tragedy, and Strabo (4. 
p. 183) quotes from Aeschylus yoyyiAwv Zzétpwv, and 
Athenaeus (2. 51 D', yoyyiAov pépov, from Sophocles. 
Moreover, yoyytvAos Aifos GOeros appears in an early Attic 
inscription (Boeckh, 1. 262 a. 22). 

The verb yoyy’AAw, however, was retained as good Attic, 
although yoyy’Aos disappeared, and the older word was 
also represented in other ways. Its early feminine was 
crystallized,as Phrynichus shows, in yoyyvAls, a turnip; and, 
although yoyyéAn was unknown to Attic in this sense, it. 
was still a good Attic word. As the French influence 
upon Scotch cookery is still indicated by a term dear to 
northern children, and ‘petit gateau’ survives in ‘petticoat 
shortbread,’ so yoyytAn (Ar. Pax 28), has a meaning for 
the student of Attic, and proves to him, as plainly as the 
Apaturian sausages, that the Athenians inherited a sweet 
tooth from their Ionian ancestors. The old word was fur- 
ther stereotyped as a proper name. Athenaeus (4.172 F) 
is wrong when he classes it with names like Newxdépos 
and ’Aprvoiiews, and explains its frequency in the island 
of Delos by the fact that yoyyiAa pacar were used in the 
sacred ceremonies of the Delian festival. The first of the 
Toyytko. was an Ionian Falstaff—the prototype of ‘the 
whoreson round man’ of Shakespeare. In Thuc. 1. 128 and 
Xen. Hell. 3. 1. 6 an Eretrian is so called.. Had the proper 
name been Athenian, and originated in Attic times, it 
would have been ZrpoyytAos, not ToyyvAos, but the desig- 
nation carries us back to old Ionian days. 


PG .G,GAB 





Tldvtote un Aére, GAN EkaotoTe Kal diamavToc, 





‘[ldvrore et dndvtore a nullo classicorum auctorum usur- 
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patum esse, convenit mihi cum Sturzio, de Dial. Mac. 
p. 87, cujus copiis mantissam adjicere nolo. Zonaras, Lex. 
Pp. 1526, ro mavTore Tap’ ovdevt TOV dokluwv etploKera.’ Lo- 
beck. Add Moeris, 319, ravtore ovdels rév AtTiKOv. 


LOOT 


Fevécta’ otk épedc Tibetar én TAc reveOAtov Hmepac. 
Tevéoia rap "AbHvHotv EoptH, Aéretv ovv del Tac reveBAtouc 


Huépac AH revédAta. 





Of course, yevéoua, in the sense of a bzrth-day feast, is not 
a misuse for yevéOAva, but simply indicates that in other 
dialects the word had retained its natural meaning, where- 
as in Attic it had become fixed to the feast in memory 
of the birth-day of a deceased friend, while its place was 
taken in the ordinary sense by the newer formation, yevé- 
Ova. “Eopt# would be out of place if the reference was 
to a mournful occasion. From Herod. 4. 26 it is plain 
that all the Greeks celebrated yevéova, but in Athens the 
fact that it was the birth-day, and not the death-day, of 
the dead which they were celebrating, was early lost sight 
of, probably from the circumstance that it was made a 
national festival, celebrated in the month Boedromion. 
The significance of the festival in great part disappeared 
when men reserved their rejoicing for a day fixed by law; 
and perhaps Ammonius represents the opinion even of 
Athenians when he states that it was intended to recall 
the day of a friend’s death (de Diff. Voc. p. 36), Tevé0Ara 
TdooeTar emt TOY CévTwY Kal ev 7) Exaoros Huepa eyevvyOn, 
yevéowa b& emi Tov TeOvynKdTwy ev H ExaoTos hepa TeTEAEUTHKE. 
To the same effect is one of the Aéfeus pnropixal in Bek- 
ker’s Anecdota (231. 17), TevéA@ua' ra emt th uepa Ths yeve- 
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gews Spa kal THY evwxiav. Tevéora' éopty Tapa >AOnvato.s 
mevOnpepos, ot O€ Ta Nexvoua. 

It may be observed, in passing, that even yevéOAxos itself 
is an old word, and in Attic used only in this connection. 
Like yéveOAov and yeveOAn, it is otherwise confined in Attic 
literature to Tragedy. 


LXXXIV- 


*AprH Huépa, MH Aére, GAN Gproc Hepa Kat aproc ruvH, 


Kal TA AOLTA OuOlac. 


This remark holds true of all Attic Greek; and though 
inferior manuscripts occasionally present the defaulting 
forms, the better codices retain the genuine termination. 
In Cyr. 3. 2. 19, however, Xenophon may have written 
apy) yn» The word is really a compound, depyéds, and fol- 
lows the rule of compound adjectives. Those who care 
to have the late usage established will find copious ex- 
amples in Lobeck. 


LXXXV. 


Tviroc: GuUapTavovTec Ol BpayvvovTec TO tL’ ExTelvousl rap 


TOUVONG Kai TA AT avTOU, OLOV TVIFHpa KaAUBH, 


The example comes from Thucydides (2. 52), and, accord- 
ing to Lobeck, is an addition by a later hand. It does not 
illustrate the point at issue. 

Moeris (312) has the same caution-—zviyos, paxpas, ’Ar- 
TiKGs* Bpaxéws, “EAAnvikGs: and aviyw is always long in 
Attic verse, as— 


‘ ‘ / ee / \ / b) / 
Kal pyy Tada y emviyopny Ta ondayxva KaTreOvpLovr. 
Ar, Nub. 1036, 
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‘Idem in centenis aliis accedit, Bpidos, pwpov, rigos, cxd- 
Aov, oxvros, kvros, ut librarii inscitia recti nunc acutum pro 
circumflexo ponerent, nunc acuta circumflecterent.’ Lo- 


beck. 


LXXXVI. 





> ~ ‘A e , ol A / > ' 
Atmrokp.oAvat, ditTOV GudpTHua. ede rap Ae€retv arroKpt- 
vaceat, Kai eidevar Ste TO StaywptoOAvat GHLLAlvEl, GoTEpodv 
Kal TO EvavTtov avTOD, TO GurKpLOFival, Kai e€ic Ev Kat TAUTOV 
> a > \ =) A” > \ \ n > a Y > ' 
edgeiv, Eidac ovv TovTo emi pev TOO Gmododvat THY Epw- 
\ > ' a > \ ‘A ”~ nm ' 
THGLV TO GTTOKpivacbat Aere, ET’ OE TOU diaywptGOHval, TO 


GTMOKPLOAVaL, 





The distinction is just, and is supported by the usage 
of all Attic writers. The aorist passive is correctly used 
by Thucydides (4. 72) and Plato (Legg. 961 B). The 
latter writer also uses the aorist middle in the sense of 
separate for oneself, in one passage, Legg. 966 D, but 
the signification of azswer is attached to it far more fre- 
quently: Thuc. 1. 28, 1. 90, I. 144, I. 145 > 3Gm eager 
5. 42, etc.; Plato, Prot. 311 C, D; 329 B; 33meeeeaomiee 
356 C; Gorg. 447 D, 463 D, 465 Ey Lege: gem Geral 
Arist. Vesp. 964, 1433, Nub. 345, 1244, Plut. 902, Thesm. 
740, et al. 

The perfect has legitimately the four meanings, fo have 
separated for oneself, to have been separated, to have answered, 
to have been answered; but no other tense of the passive 
seems to have been used in the sense of be answered. This 
may be set down to accident, and amexpivera: rodro, this 
answer 71s made; anexpiOn todro, this answer was made, 
would certainly not have struck an Attic ear as out of 
place; but such passive usage of deponents was avoided 
by good writers in the present and imperfect tenses, and 
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was not common in the aorist, although in the perfect it 
was of frequent occurrence. 
°*AzrexpiOnv, in the sense of 7 answered, is encountered in 
three passages of the post-Attic Comic poet Machon— 
ToT amoKplOjval pac. T@ Bypioady. 
Athen. 8. 349 D. 
7 6€ TodT ameKplOn. 
Id. 13. 577 D. 
7 6& yeAdoao’ ameKpiOn. 
Id. 13. 582. 
In Xenophon’s Anab. 2. 1. 22 there are two readings, aze- 
kpivato Kdéapyos and dmexpiOn 6 KAé<apyos, the latter being 
supported by the best codices. To my own mind there 
is no doubt that Xenophon employed the un-Attic form, 
and that dmexpivaro is merely an early emendation. Strong 
evidence in favour of this view is supplied by another 
passage of the same book. ’Azoxpivoywar replaced in Attic 
the earlier dye/Boua. In fact, Euripides was the first of 
the Tragic poets to depart from the tradition of the literary 
guild to which he belonged, and introduce into his verse 
the usurping verb (dmexpive, I. A. 13543 dmoxplvaco, Bacch. 
1272; anodxpwat, I. A.1133). On the other hand, dpe(Bouat, 
rare in any sense outside poetry, is certainly unknown to 
Attic in the signification of answer. Like very many 
other words, which, by their existence in Ionic and in 
Tragedy, are proved to have been used in Attica at an 
early date, dye(Bopar and drapelBouar! fell completely into 
disuse. Xenophon, however, not only employs the words, 
but actually prefers danyelpOn to amnpehparo, An. 2. 5. 15, 
1 Both dyeiBopa and drapeiBopa are familiar to readers of Homer. In Ionic 
the simple verb is well known: Hdt. fr. 9, 35, 37, 40, 42,115,120; 2.173, etc.; 
and in Tragedy is the regular word, Aesch. Eum. 442, 586, Supp. 195, 249; 
Soph. O. C. 991, Aj. 766, Phil. 378, 844; Eur. Supp. 478, Hipp. 85, Hec. 1196, 
Rhes. 639, Or. 608, Tro. 903, etc. Xenophon does not eschew it, Mem, 3. 11. 12, 
Cyn. 9. 14. In any sense the word is singularly rare in Attic—dpeiBor, Plat. 


Parm. 138 D; dpeiBovra, Soph. 224 B; dpeBdpevos, Apol. 37 D. Demosthenes, 
458. 29, lias it in a proverb, rots dpotas dpePdpevor. 
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KA€apyos pev ody tocadra eize. Ticoadépyns 0 ad aanpelpOn. 
Pindar had preceded him in this irregularity— 

Tov 6€ Oaponoats ayavotor Adyo.s 

od apelpdn’ 

Pyth. 4. 102. 

but there is no other instance till late Greek. This fact 
crowns the testimony of the manuscripts in favour of daze- 
xpl0n, and convicts Xenophon once more of a violation of 
Attic rule. That the true Attic form is met with in other 
places of his writings, as adzexpivaro in the paragraph suc- 
ceeding that in which dzexpi@n occurs, is an argument of 
no weight to one who is acquainted with Xenophon’s work. 
Moreover, not even Xenophon uses dzoxpiOjoona. In the 
Yvvaywy) A€ewv xpnoluwy occurs the note: amoxpivetrar dE- 
yovo. waddov 7) aroxpiOnocerar. Mevavdpos Kavnpepo— 

6 8 dmoxpweira, Kav eyo €youpl cou 
“YroBoAyata— 

@s pnoev atoxpwovpevo 8 otTw Aadeiv. 
Aristophanes, however, is of more authority than Me- 
nander— 

€y® yap avtix amoxkpiwotpat oor cadas. 

Nub. 1245. 

The passive future is first met with in this active sense in 
very late Greek. The number of Greek verbs in which the 
aorist in -@yv occurs, in an active or middle sense, is very 
small indeed, if those verbs only are considered which 
justly belong to it. Many verbs are translated into 
English as actives which in Greek are genuine passives. 
Such are the following— 


EVAVTLODPAL, oppose, nvavTroOnv. 
COTLOLAL, feast, eloTidOny. 
EVHXODUAL, feast, evox nOnv. 
Oppop.at, rush, oppnonu. 


TEPALODM.AL, cross, ETEPALOOnL. 
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TAaVGp-aL, wander, evAavyOnv. 
TOpEvojat, go, evropevOny. 
TOTOPAL, fly, eroTnOny |. 
poBodpar, fear, epoBndnv. 


This apparent change of meaning may be illustrated 
by the history of the verb dvai7é. All dictionaries give 
a false history to this word. Its primitive meaning is 
to regulate, and é.a1Tépa, in the sense of pass life, is 
passive and not middle, and has for aorist the passive 
form édunr7iOnv. In fact, the aorist middle is only found 
in the compound xaraévai76 in a regular middle sense, as 
Lys. 172. 38, diaitay Katad.atnodpevos ovdevds, having got an 
arbitration delivered against no one. 

With these verbs may be classed the three which from 
the beginning of Greek literature are practically established 
as passive deponents— 


Bovdropas, wish, €Bovdndnv. 
dedpat, beseech, edenOnv. 
dvvapat, am able, edvrndnv. 


But the fact of edvrvyodynv being found in Homer, together 
with the difficulty of eliciting their signification from an 
original passive meaning, makes it probable that they are 
only early instances of the general tendency illustrated in 
this article. 

That all this class have invariably? a future in -joopa 
is not surprising. The form that is generally called future 


1 The present and aorist are in Attic only poetical, their place in Attic being 
filled by réropa: and érrépny, but merdrnpa: is the regular perfect. 

* Forms like duv7Ojcopat, poBnOjaopa, BovAnOnoopa: must be carefully 
avoided. They are debased and late, and almost as reprehensible as the aorists 
éduvngapny, epoBnadpny, €BovAncdynv. In Plat. Rep. 470 A and other passages 
poBhcopa must be preferred,and even Xenophon (Hell. 6. 5. 20) did not write ¢¢ap- 
pngaro, but the well supported é¢wpynro. In Ar. Ran. 138, mepawOncopat, shall be 
set across, is intentionally used to give a different meaning from mepatwoopar— 

A. «ita Tas TepawOncopat ; 
B. év mAowpiw tuvvovtwi a dvijp yépwv 
vairns Sidter bv’ dBoAd pucbdv AaBor. 
It is the exception which proves the rule. 
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middle, and is constantly noted by lexicographers as a 
peculiarity when in a passive sense, is far the most common 
future for the passive voice, as will be demonstrated by me 
in my larger work. 

Now it is the group of verbs just discussed that intro- 
duced confusion of voice into the Greek aorist. On the false 
analogy of aopevouat, tavGua, and the others, a passive 
aorist was assigned to verbs which had no right to the form 
in -Onv, just as azexpiOnv at a later stage was recognized as 
equivalent to azexpwdyny, and, conversely, edvyyodyny re- 
placed édurj0nv. The subjoined groups will exhibit the 
working of this false principle in Attic times. j 

I. Verbs which employ the perfect in -yar only in an 
active sense, and use both the aorists in -dunv and -Onpv in 
the same sense— 


apvoduat, deny, apvycouat, npynoapnv. 
Tpynpae, jpynOnv. 

peTaxepiCowar, Manage, HETAKEXELPLO MAL, METEXELPLOGPNV. 
MEeTAXELpLodpal, peTexetploOnv. 

MuyvyoKowat, remember, prjoopar, eurnodpny. 
PEPYNLAL, euvynoOnv. 
prnoOjoopat. 

opplCoua, lie at anchor, déppopat, OppLoduny. 
Opp.Lovmat, oppiadny. 

Tavopal, Cease, TET AVAL, eave dyn. 
TAVTOMAL, eTravdnv. 
TravOyncowat. 

ppaoua (poet.), consider, méppacpat, eppacdpnv. 
ppdcopat, eppaaOnv. 

Tpovoobdpa, provide for, TpOvevonpat, Tpovvonadaunv. 
Tpovonoop.at, TpovvonOnv. 

oTLoxXVvovpat, promise, OTETX NAL, UTETX OU. 


UTooxHoopal, bmecxeOnv(?). 
II.Verbs which use the perfect in -a1, both in an active and 
passive sense, and employ the two aorists in an active sense— 
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amodoyoduar, make ade- doeAdynpar, amedoynodunv. 
fence, amodoynoopat,  amedoynOnv. 
mpaypatevouat, labour at, wempayparevrpar, enpayparevoduny. 
Tpayparevooua, empaywarevOny. 
III. Verbs which use the perfect in -wat, both in a middle 


and a passive sense, and which have both aorists in an 
active sense, and that in -6nv also in a passive sense— 


GpwArAGpat, strive, 7pldAdAnpat, DUAN TaN. 
HpldAnOnv. 
KowlGw, Carry, KEKOMLO PAL, EKOpLodpnv. 
mid. return, exouioOnv. 
Aovdopotpan, rail at, AeAovddpnpar,  eAovdopnoayny. 
| eAovdopnOnu. 
TeElpG, prove, TET ELpap.al, eTELPAT ANY: 
mid. try, ereipadnu. 
ToALTevwm, Govern, meToAlTevpat,  emoALTEvo dV: 
mid., live as a citizen, emroAuTevOnv- 
move, labour, TETOVNLAL, dveTovnoapnv- 
mid. 6.a-, (du)emovnOnv. 


IV. Verbs which have the perfect in -yar, both as middle 
and passive, and the aorist in -@nv also in both senses, the 
aorist in -dunv not being used— 


arropodpat, doubt, pass. be in ) 


3 / ’ / 

j HTOpPN Lae TropnOnv. 
doubt, be disputed, if Gs eal 
baTavGya, expend, dedaTdvynpar, edatavyOnv. 

dtavoovpat, purpose, duavevonpat,  drevonOnv. 


V. Verbs which use the perfect in -ya:, both as active 
and passive, but have the aorist in -@yv always in an 
active sense— 


diad€éyou.ar, discuss, dielAeypar, bveA€X Onv. 
évOvpotpa, consider, evTeOvpnpat, evedvpnOnv. 


Now in the history of many of these verbs there are 
facts which distinctly prove that the use of the aorist in 
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-Onv, in a middle or active sense, was comparatively late, 
and originated in false analogy with verbs like dvvaya and 
BovAovar. Thus the aorist of puprjockowar is in Homer 
éuvnodunv, and the Tragic poets, as usual, retained the 
old faith, and rarely admitted the modern éyuvyjoOnv, which, 
from Thucydides’ time, is the regular Attic form of the 
aorist. 

Of apvodpar Veitch says, ‘In Epic poetry and Ionic prose 
the aorist middle alone is used; in classical Attic, with the 
exception of one instance in Euripides, two in Aeschines, 
and one in Hyperides, the aorist passive.’ 

The tendency was early at work, as is well shown by 
meipouat. Even in the Iliad and Odyssey both ézeupydnuv 
and éreipnodpyny are met with, but the form in -@nv gradually 
became predominant. Veitch thus traces its history in 
Attic: ‘The aorist middle is confined to Thucydides and 
Plato. In Thucydides it is the prevailing form, occurring 
six times, and aorist passive thrice. Plato again has aédrist 
middle once only, the aorist passive eleven times. The 
compounds, except dwo- Thuc. 6. 90; 4, 195 stetemame 
perhaps xata- Lys. 30. 34, are, in classic authors, not used 
in the active, and have, we think, always the aorist of the 
passive form, dmo7eipy6y, Her. 2. 73; dveweipabnv, Antipho, 
5. 333; e€emeipad-, Eur. Supp. 1089.’ 

It is only verbs of frequent occurrence that can be re- 
garded in such an inquiry, as they only supply a sufficient 
number of instances to form trustworthy evidence. Thus 
the aorist of 6a7vavépar occurs too seldom to tell us much. 
There can be no question that édamavnoduny preceded éda- 
marvnOnv, but, as far as our records go, there is no trace of 
it in Classical Greek. In studying the forms of a dead 
language, it is necessary to exercise reason and tact in the 
manipulation of materials. The two last classes proclaim 
the victory of the form in -@yv, but.not so plainly as the 
four verbs GpiAAGpat, diavootpat, diaTovotpar, and Ao.dopod- 
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pau. These are peculiarly significant. Thus Aodopotpa 
belongs to that class of verbs which have a signification to 
which, for some reason or other, middle inflexions were 
_regarded as especially applicable. Such verbs are péu- 
dopa, popGpat, aitiaya, emvyA@TTGpat, xaprevTiCopar, Synmov- 
pat, Avpatvouat, AwBdya, while the vacillation of the future 
between active and middle in cxdzte, Toba, bBpi@, etc., 
points to the same phenomenon. Perhaps the explanation 
of this is the same as of the middle form in amAAGpar, and 
the two compounds of 6:4. Whenever 6va introduces into 
the verbal notion the idea of pitting one thing against 
another, it requires for its verb the endings of the middle 
voice, even although in the simple the deponent form would 
be absurd. This is true, not only when the imported idea 
is the unmistakeable one of rivalry or contention, as dkovtt- 
ew, to throw the javelin, diaxovtiCecba, to contend tn throwing 
the javelin, but also when it assumes an almost intangible 
form, as in dvavocicOa, which, though ultimately acquiring 
the meaning of purpose, primarily represented the process 
of meditation or the balancing of one thought against 
another. In this way is explained a considerable group 
of deponents which imply the comparison of oneself with 
others, either by actually pitting oneself against them or by 
mentally making oneself a standard by which to measure 
them. Thus rivalry of hand, word, or wit, is expressed by 
the verbs pdyopat, dywviCopar, GuiAAGpat, @oriCopat, Suxavodo- 
yotpat, loroAoyoipa, KotvoAoyoipa, Braopar. 

Accordingly, when even in verbs of this class the aorist 
in -Onv became possible in an active sense, its victory over 
the genuine middle form might be regarded as complete. 
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LXXXVII. 





Fevndfvat mapa Emydpu@ kai €oti Awptov: GAN’ 


6 ATTIKI2@V FEevecbat AEPETO, 





There are no instances of éyev/Onv till Macedonian times, 

when Philemon and Machon certainly used it— 

kav d00A0s 7 Tis, capKka THY adTHY EXEL 

gioer yap ovdels dodAos éyeriOn ToTE 

7 & ad rvxyn TO cGya KaTedovlecarTo. 

Philemon. 
Oadd\dv* TapeyernOn yap «is Thy “ArTiKHy. 
Machon, Ath. 13. 582 E. 

That Lysias employed it no one will believe on the evi- 
dence of the Sophist Apsines (Rhet. Graec. 9. p. 591, 
Waltz.) who cites the sentence ’Axpdrns Avayns yevnOcioa 
atriy anéxtrewe. In early recensions of Plato it appeared 
in two passages, in Legg. 840 D, where yevvnOeévtes is now 
read, and in Phil. 62 D, where éfeyev7@y jpiv has been re- 
placed by efeyéve? piv. The future yernOjooua is equally 
debased, and in Plato, Parmen. 141 E, is simply absurd. It 
occurs twice in company with yexioerar and éorar. To éorar 
kal TO yevnoerar Kal TO yevnOnoera and ovr éorw, ovr enetta 
yevnoerat, ore yernOnoerar, ovr ora. ‘Inter yervnoerar et yevy- 
Oyoerat, Heindorf remarks, ‘quid intersit non video, and every 
man of sense will be of his opinion. Perhaps the v should be 
doubled. Others may prefer Schleiermacher’s yeyevjcerat. 
All that is certain is that Plato did not write yevnOjoera, 
any more than he wrote éefeyevjéy in the Philebus, or than 
Lysias penned yevnfeica. Lobeck’s note will supply nu- 
merous examples of the defaulting form in late authors, 
and it is from this’ source that the Attic texts became 
corrupted. Even metre was not always an effectual safe- 


guard. Thus the extraordinary form 4xecOjnocouat, which 
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violates one of the most consistent of Attic rules, is found 
in several passages of prose (Andoc. 26. 7; Plato, Gorg. 
5ce6 C; Aeschin. 88. 23), but the fact that in Plato, Rep. 
10. 603 E, there are the variants a,x@écoua and ax decdijc0- 
pa, and in Aesch. in 1. c. ocvvay@noodpevos remains in one 
codex to indicate the original reading, would of itself be 
sufficient to condemn the longer form even if the evidence 
of verse was not added. But when ay@ec@joe is actually 
exhibited by a good manuscript in Ar. Nub. 1441— 


» SS ” ’ BJ b) / by & a ft 
kal pny tows y’ ovk axdece Ta0wry @ viv TEeTOVOas, 


the case against the longer form is conclusively established. 


EON Th: 





‘ c n ' ‘ 7 , 
TleAaproc’ ot Guadeic ExTelvouct TO G, OEOV GUGTEAAELV' 


TeAAproc rap ovdev GAN H ’Epetpiakac TMeAacroc. 





These words still require an interpreter. The following, 
however, may be the true explanation: ‘Eorum verborum 
sensus ab Miillero in libro de Etruscis 2. 357, declaratus 
hic est—ciconiae nomen zeAapyds a brevi esse, IleAapyds 
vero a longo pronuntiatum nihil aliud esse quam Eretria- 
cam Pelasgorum nominis formam. Quo simul docemur 
Pelasgos pronuntiandum esse, non Pelasgos.’ W. Dindorf 

in Steph. Thes. sub voc. 
‘The two methods of writing the proper name afforded 
Aristophanes an opportunity for a pun on zedapyds, @ 
stork— 

tls bal KabéEer ris TOAEws TO TleAapytkdr ; 

Ay. 832. 

To illustrate the line the Scholiast quotes Callimachus, 
Tuponvév telyiopa TeAapyixdv. In Thuc, 2. 17 one manu- 
script has IleAapyixov. 
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LPO, D.G 





, \ a ~3 c ’ Su a 
“Aomdparoc’ Kat todto dvoiv auaptHuacw €éyetat, Ste 
n~ ‘ > > a , \ »” , 
Te €V TH TT Kai OUK Ev TH @ A€feTat, Kal STL Ldtdv TL MuTdv 


c 


EsTlv Grplov 6 Gopdparoc Kai ovK év TOIC Hepotc KaTa- 
Aerouevov' o rotv Kpativoc év GAAotc arpiotc avtd KaTa- 
AETV @HOLV" 

AUTOMGTH d€ PEpPEl TLOULGAODV Kai GPAKOV TIPdC avov, 

Gopaparov, kUTIGdy Te’ vdrratct & aveepiKoc évHBa 

Kal PAOMOV GPOovov Gore Mapetvat Maat Toic arpoist!. 
dmavTa rap Ta KaTaAepoMeva arpia. ol dé vov TIWéact TO 
ev? em TavTOC GuUaewc, TAVv rap Aayavev at dveat Cpueva 
KaAobvTat Kal eEoppevizety TO EKBAGoTdvelv Kai eEaveeiv. 


A€re OUV Opeva, GAAG WH domapdrouc, dddKimov fap Atay, 





The same caution is delivered with greater clearness in 
App. Soph. 24. 8: ’Acddpayos: 61d tod  Bordyns etdos 
dopapayos, mpos Tas Kabdpoers emitiderov. of 6& ToAAOL Ta 
opueva TGV AaXdvwr bia Tob 7 doTmapdyovs Kadotot, duct TeEpL- 
TinTovTEs apapThuacw, bt. Te 61a TOO T A€éyovst, d€ov dia TOd @, 
kal Ort TO idiws Kadovpevoy emi twos méas emt mdvTwy Tov 
eLopperiCdvtwy Aaydvewv tierra. Cp. id. 38. 17: °E€oppevi- 
ew To e€avbelv, Sep of TOAXO) exBddAEw Aéyovow. dpueva 
yap kadeirar tnd réy Artikov Ta TéY aydvov eLavOhpata. of 
d€ TOAAOL Kai Gpadels (leg. dyads) Tatra aoTapayous Kadobow. 

Other instances of Attic aspiration are @unxods for Ovn- 
Koos, oxwwdaduds for cxivdadyds, Alcdos for Alowos, puddxvn for 
mOdxvn. The subject is discussed by Wecklein in Cur. 


Epigraph. pp. 42, 43. Athenaeus in 2. 62 cites from 
Theopompus— 


* The metre is given as restored by Hermann and Meineke. 

* Lobeck omits 76 @ after 71@éac1. He should have remembered its use as 
TO €v or TO mp@rov. It is here evidently intended to represent the initial ao7a- 
payos as opposed to the following dopdpayos. 
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KaTe.tT ldO@v aopdpayov év Odpve Tuvi, 
and from Ameipsias— 

ov oxivos, ovd arddpayos, ov bddryns KAddoL, 
but asserts that Antiphanes and Aristophon employed the 
form in 7. He even seems to say that Diphilus used 
adopapayos for dppevov: Aididros b6€ dyow os 6 THs KpayBns 
arpapayos, Neyouevos idims Oppevos, edoTopaxaT@repds eaTL Kal 


EVEKKPLTOTEPOS, OYrews HE BAaTTLKOS. 


EC; 





"AGBOAH UH A€re, GAAG GGBoOAoC, 





The same remark is made by Moeris, p.11. In App. 
Soph. p. 17 Phrynichus supplements his present statement : 
“AoBodos OndvukGs dEyovow, ‘ImmGvak 6€ dpoevikds’ Tives bE Kal 


THV aoBoAny. 
CE. 





Al@aAoc Are GPGEVIKac, GAAG WH ALBGAH BHAUKAC, 





Heinrich Schmidt in his ‘Synonymik,’ 2. p. 373, has 
shown that ai@ados differs from adoBodos in connoting the 
action of fire as productive of a black colour. He quotes 
alos in Ar. Thesm. 246— 

: pv, lov THs aoBodov 

aidos yeyevnpar mavTa Ta TeEpl Tiy Tpapywv, 

and justly ridicules the ordinary explanation of the expres- 
sion aldo xamvds in Od. 10. 152, as smoke mixed with 
flame—a meaning which might apply to the smoke from 
Vulcan’s forge, but not to that gently curling from Circe’s 
home. Ail@ds, aiOo, and aléaév, when meaning d/ack, always 
imply that the colour has been produced by fire. Accord- 
ingly, ai@oy oivos is not the same as péAas olvos, or even 
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épvOpos otvos, and does not refer to colour at all, but to the 
effect on the blood of the drinker, ‘fiery wine.’ The A76o- 
mes received the name from early travellers who imagined 
that their swart colour was produced by exposure to the 
sun. 


XG 





OeppotHe Aére, GAAG LH HEpuaota, 





The one word is formed from depyos, the other from Oep- 
paivw. Phrynichus is right, and no Attic writer could have 
employed @eppacla. The general rule of which it is a 
violation is simple enough. Whenever there exists an 
adjective in -os which may be regarded as the primitive 
of a verb in -afvw, the abstract substantive is in Attic 
formed in -rys from the adjective, not in -acfa from the 
verb, as depyds, Oepuaivw, Oepydrns, AevKOs, AevKalvw, AEvKOTNS, 
€pv0pds, epvOpaivw, epvOpdrns, bypds, typatvw, typdrns, Enpos, 
Enpatvw, Enpdrns. No such substantives as typacia, énpacta, 
or Oeppacia, are ever encountered in a genuine Attic writer. 
They are the spawn of late writers and their badge, and 
Xenophon was, as usual, anticipating them when he em- 
ployed Oeppacia in An. 5. 8.15. Even when there is no 
adjective, the substantive is not so formed from the verb. 
The true form is ¢dAeyporn not ddreypacia, dodpynots not 
doppacia. Thomas, p. 441, adds to the statement of 
Phrynichus when he says, Oepyorns xal Oépun ’ArriKol, Oep- 
paota “EAAnves. There are not many forms like 6épyn. 
Besides it kaxyn was in common use, and Aev«n, AedKar was 
the name applied to a form of leprosy. It is natural to 
compare the English term ‘the blues’ and to remark that 
the old name for jaundice, namely, the yellows, lingers 
in the provincial districts of England. 
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XCLLE 


*ATTOFHV’ Kai TOUTO TAPaVeVOMHTaL Kal TOVW Kal O€oeL, 


XpH rap dtrarde A€rew, Gomep GAAGC. 





A grammarian in the Svuraywy? A€Eewv xpyoiwwv is more 
precise: “Arrayas' dpris ottw Kadeirar bm Tov *ATTLKOL. 
*Apiotoharns Spnéi— 

Tov mTNAOV BoTEp atrayas TupBacers BadiCwv. 
Kal at mAdy.ou atTayay Kal atrayas TANOVYTLKOS. 

*AdAGs is not a real parallel as its genitive is aAAGav7os. 
It was intended by Phrynichus simply to illustrate the 
-accentuation which in drrayas is peculiar. Athen. 9. 387 F: 
Tepiam@at b€ of “Artixol mapa Tov dpOdv Adyov Tovvoya. Ta 
yap «is as Ajyovta exterapevoy btep bvo cvdAaBas, bre Exes TO 
a Tapadjyov, Bapvtova eat ofoy axawas, Sakddas, aOduas. 


/ ‘ A DJ Lal \ 3 \ ’ lol 
AeKTEoy O€ Kal GTTAyal Kal OVXL aTTayNVESs. 


DOC UN 





KoAuuBadec eAaiat ov A€fovrat, GAAG GAuadec EAGaL 


yapic Tob t. 





This is an apt illustration of the singular purity of Attic 
Greek. It contents inself with saying no more than is 
necessary, whereas kxoAvpBddes is a weak attempt at a 
. picturesque designation. In describing the different kinds 
of olives, Athenaeus, 1. 56, quotes two lines of Aristo- 
phanes— 

od TavTév eaotw GApdbes Kal oréudvda, 
and— 
Oracras yap elvar Kpeitrdy éotw adpdéos. 


For the orthography of éAda see supra p. 112. 
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XCYV: 





FpHropa, rpHropei ov det, GAAG Erpripopa Aéretv Kai 
erpriropey, 





Porson first removed the defaulting present from Attic 
texts, restoring éypnyépecay for éypnydpnoay in Xen. An. 4. 
6.22. It isa most debased form and crept into. classical 
manuscripts at a late date. 

The perfect tense had originally in Greek a very different 
meaning from that of the English perfect. Thus the words 
the door has been opened, direct the attention to a process 
rather than to a fact, but in Greek the converse is true, 
and 7 Ovpa dvémxra: originally meant the door is open, with- 
out any reference to the process of opening. There is in 
fact no means of expressing dvéwxrat in English, as zs open 
implies too little, and zs opened implies too much. Js. open 
is too absolute and does not convey the notion of agency, 
and 7s opened is not absolute enough, still referring too 
much to the process of which it marks the completion. 
The same is true of the pluperfect and the future perfect, 
avéwxto hitting the mean between was open and was opened, 
and aveserar between shall be open and shall be opened. 

But when an attempt is made to express the primitive 
force of the Greek perfect in the active the English language 
fails still more signally, and the word has to be turned 
passively. In other words dvéwxa tiv Ovpay is not L have 
opened the door, but represents an agent at the completion 
of his action, without any reference to the steps which led 
to that condition of things. 

This is the meaning which the perfect generally has in the 
Homeric poems, e. g.— 


€ Lal 3 A ed / \ a 
npets 0 OnAa Exacta Tovnodmevor KaTa vya 


o ‘\ oy b) 
mpeOa, tiv 8 dveuds Te KvBepvitns 7 tOvvev. 
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ths b& mavnpepins téta8 iorla TovtoTopovans® 
dvoeTd T HéALOS, TKLOwWYTO TE TaTQL ayviat’ 
Od] 11. 10: 
and in an earlier stage of the language the numerous 
___-perfécts with a so-called present meaning had their origin. 

éypyyopa, 1 am awake, d€bo.xa, [ fear, ciwba, I am used, ivaya, 
T bid, dédopxa, I see, réOnra, [ flourish, céonna, T moulder, 
kexnva, I gape, ceonpa, I grin, etc. The perfect form of 
many of these words, such as Kéxqva, d€d0pKa, ceonpa, it 
would be quite impossible to explain on any other hypo- 
thesis as to the original force of the perfect. 

Although the Greek perfect never lost this meaning, it 
gradually assumed much of the same force as we associate 
with the tense and approached our idiom in most respects. 
Thus even in Homer it had begun to be used for the aorist 
with the adverbs (xpovixa eézippijyara), jon, ToAAdKis, To, 
mémore, a usage which was quite incompatible with its 
primitive signification, but which is not rare in Attic. 


XCVI. 








> ‘ fal 


AboévtHe pHdertoTe ypticn émi Tod deomdTHC, Gc ot Tepi Ta 


Sikaotripta prHTopec, GAN Eri TOO adbTOyEtpoc Poveac. 





There are two ways of accounting for the only exception 
to this rule, that in Eur. Supp. 442— 
Kal piv Omov ye Ojos avdévtns xPovds, 
timotow dotois joeTa veavias. 
Either at@évrns is, as Markland conjectured, an error of 
the copyists for e«i@vvrjs, or Tragedy has here, as often, 
preserved an old meaning. The late signification of master 
must have had some origin, and it is more natural to 
regard it as entering the Common dialect from some of 
the older ones than as being a perversion of the meaning 
recommended by Phrynichus, and frequent in early Attic. 
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Latterly av0évrns disappeared from Attic, even in its 
recognized sense, its place being usurped by adréyeip. 
Appearing in Herodotus, in Tragedy, and in Thucydides 
and Antiphon, it finally succumbed to the law of parsimony, 
like many other words which are not found in any but the 
earliest masters of Attic prose. 


XCVEE 





ArHoyey, et Tic eltrot, StL ev TH GuveeTW AuGIac KExpHTaL 
KATOPHOYGGL, MH Tdvu TrelBou" FYE }eV rap A€foust Kat - 


AnmosbevHe Hyaot A€ret, GAN OvK OFHOYaoL. 


The passage of Lysias here referred to has not been 
preserved. The form occurs in Aristotle, Polybius, Plutarch, 
and other late writers, while some authors used both the 
disyllabic and quadrisyllabic words. 

Notwithstanding the general opinion as to the purity 
of Lysias’ diction, there are to be found in his writings 
“many slight divergences from Attic usage, which are to 
be attributed to the fact that by far the greater part of 
his life was spent in Magna Graecia. He dwelt, it is true, 
among Athenians, but Athenians who, as colonists, were 
dissociated entirely from the peculiar civilization of Athens, 
and from the intellectual and refining influences of its 
fascinating city life, while, at the same time, they were 
necessarily thrown more into contact with men of other 
Greek races. 


XCVITE 





Mestoimehvat’ térpittat Kai év Totc OLKASTHPLOLC Kal Ev 


TOLC GUUBOAGLOIC, GAAG GU ecerruHOivat A€re. 








‘Meoté.os praeter binos Aristotelis locos (Eth. Nic. 7.1132. 
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423, Pol. 6. 1306. *28) reperitur in Michael. in V. Nicom. p. 
66 b. ex ipso Aristotele depromptum ; pécov dixaorijv vocat 
Thucydides, 4. 83, peovdiwOjva. autem, sive a nullo scrip- 
torum eorum, quos fortuna nobis reliquos fecit, admissum 
est, sive adhuc in angulo quodam inaccesso latet, nobis 
certe invisum inauditumque erat.’ Lobeck. 


WER 





KadAtrpagetv, dtaAeAuev@c A€roucty €KEIVOL ELC KGAAOC 


Tpapetv’ 





As far as formation goes the word is quite legitimate, 
as is shown by kaAAvew@ and kaddepd. It is only a question 
of usage. and certainly xadArypapé does nat occur before 
Aristotle. ‘KadAcypadeiv primum mihi occurrit sensu figurato 
in subditicta Aristotelis Epistola ad Alexandrum Rhetoricae 
praefixa.’ Lobeck. 


o 





Akutiv dvti TOO Ete Zevompavra A€povetv Gmak avtTa 


KeypAcbat ov dé muAdtTou, A€re O€ ETL. 





The signification here reprehended used to be required 
in Isocrates, 1 C, before ob pev dxpyjv dpirocodets was re- 
_ placed by col pev dpi pirooopeiv. It is an excellent 
instance of the copyists’ habit of importing the usages of 
their own day into the texts of Classical authors. Xeno- 
phon, however, is past praying for; Moeris (p. 79), as well as 
Phrynichus, states that in this point he departed from 
Attic usage, and in An. 4. 3. 26 dxpijy is employed as 
Polybius, Strabo, Plutarch, Theocritus, and their contem- 
poraries employed the term. There is nothing to choose 
between Xenophon’s xal 6 dxAos akpiv b1éBaiwve, and Poly- 
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bius, I. 25. 2, cvviddvtes To’s ev akuiy €uBatvovtas, Tovs OE 
dvayouéevovs, or id. 6. 51, mapa pey tots Kapyndovtos rH 
dvvauv 6 Shwos dn peTEAnder, Tapa 5€ “Pwpators axuny €ixev 
9 ovyKAnTOS. 

‘Suidas Sophoclem et Hyperidem testes citat; de 
Sophocle manifesto errat; Hyperidem testem adhibet in 
hac causa etiam Antiatticista Bekk. p. 77, sed locum non 
apposuit, neque fidem fecit judicii sui.’ Lobeck. 


Cir 





Eitev kai émettev éoydtwc BdpBapa: etta ovv od Kai 


€mettTa AEE. 





Aelius Dionysius, whose opinion is always worthy of 
consideration, is quoted by Eustath. 1158. 38, ev Tots 
Avovvolov déperar bri ’Artika pev TO €ita Kal E€meita, TO Oe 
eirev kal emeitev, “laxd. 610, prot, Kat map “Hpoddr@ keivrat. 
In most manuscripts of Herodotus, however, eira and ézeira, 
or émel Te, are now read, e.g. 1. 146; 2. 52; 9. 84,98. In 
Arist. Ach. 745, the un-Attic form is put in a Megarian’s 
mouth— 

KIJTELTEY €S TOV GAaKKOY @O €aBaiveTe. ~ 
Machon, the late Comic poet, whose name has already 
occurred in a similar connection, used éze:rev (Athen. 13. 
582A), and ézevrev eimety was justly restored for émeir’ éveimev 
by Porson in another line of the same writer— 


ot > a) \ 4 
eTelTev elTely chaow THY Tvadatviov. 
Ath, 13. 581 F. 


CIEL. 





"AVaTEAAEL ev Epetc 6 HAtoc, émiTéAAet O€ 6 KUO@V, FO 
"Qpiwy, H GAAO TL TOV WH @cabToc TH HAlw Kal TH GEAFIVH 


TIOAEUOVTO@V. 
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This distinction between dvaréA\Aw and émuTéAAw, avaTord;) 
and ézroA7, is always carefully observed in Attic prose. 
Plat. Polit- 269 A, Legg. 887 E, Crat. 409 A; Ar. Nub. 
454; Thuc. 2. 78. In poetry it is not always regarded, 
and even the simple verb may be used of either pheno- 
menon. “EmuroA7 and ézitéAdw, however, are not used of 
the sun till very late. The meaning of the ézi is the same 
as is found in éxépyopa: in phrases like ém7AvOov dpar in— 

GAN bre rétparov AAOev Eros Kal e7HAvOoy Spar. 
Oda2eroz 
GAN bre 67) paves Te Kal tpepar e€eredAcdyTO 
iy mepiteAAopevov Ereos Kal emjAvov pat. 
II, 294. 


Sil 





Evkatpeiv ob AeKkTéov, GAN eU GYOAAC Eyelv. 








The words evxaipos and evxarpia are excellent Attic words, 
but not in the sense of cyoAatos and cyod7. Photius: Exod. 
> , c /, 2 e / \ / \ la 
ovxt 6 TéOm0s é€v  oxoAdCovot Kal dtatpiBovow TEpt TaLdetay 
ovde adTi 7) ev Adyous (edpovoia) Kal braTpi3H, GAAA Av ot 
ToANOL akbpws Kadodow evkaipiay’ TO bE edxaipety BapBapor, 
°. > ’ \ \ 4 X\ y” / € \ > if 
GAN avtl pev rovrov cyoAry ayew A€yovow. 1 O€ EvKaLpla 
/ > ¥ wy / XS 3 ’ \ Lal 3 , 
BdpBapov oi €otw Ovoya, TaTTeTat bE OVK ETL TXOAIS, GAA 


> 4 n A > oh \ 3 ”~ 
€ML KaLpOU TLVOS EUd:ULas Kal apeETns. 


CINE 





~ ' 


> ~ a ’ ' x7 a > ca 
EEemimoAAc A€fOucl TLVEC, OLOMEVOL OMOLOV ELVaL TW EEQL- 
bs > a a , > , € ‘ > a 
VHC, OLOV EEETILTIOARC TOU TIAVTOC, ATOTIOC’ OL FAP APyYatot 
) 


dveu Thc €& mpodecewc elmov €TTUTOARC. 





to false analogy: of 6& éfemuroAfjs A€yorres emAar|Onoav and 
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tod egalprns xal é€enirndes. It is another instance of the 
misuse discussed above, pp. 117 ff. Late writers elevated the 
adverb into a substantive, forming a nominative ému7oAy, 
and declining it throughout. They combined their new 
creation with other prepositions besides e€. Athenaeus used 
dv émmoAjs, and Strabo actually éa’ émumodjs. The fact 
that an elevated quarter of the city of Syracuse was named 
’Emmodat (Thuc. 6. 96) does not prove the early existence 
of the substantive é€mizoA7. It does not mean surfaces, 
but, derived in the same way as émumoAjs, adopted the 
termination -at on the analogy of ’A@jvai, OnBal, etc., just 
as the -7s in the adverb stands on the same footing as the 
similar ending of e€aiguns. 


CVE 





“Evoov eisépyonat, BapBapov. évdov rap €ort, kat évdov 
elu, OdKiov, det ovV etaw TTAapepyouat Agretv. elcw sé 


dLATPIBH OUK Epeic, GAN Evdov diaTpipo. 


ee 





The collocation évdov eicépyowat stands on a different 
basis from eiow dvarpi8, being a distinct violation when 
used absolutely of the law of parsimony, and, consequently, 
un-Attic. As a synonym for the simple elcépyoua, Phry- 
nichus rightly suggests eicw tapepxoua. But, although 
evoov as used for etow is as barbarous as elow eicépxopar 
would be, the converse is not true, and Attic writers 
frequently employ eicw with verbs of rest, as any dictionary 
will show. 


CV: 





KAHpovopety tovde’ oby obtwc 1 apyata ypAatc, GAAG 


KAHpovoety TobdeE, 
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A sentence of Demosthenes illustrates the only usage 
possible in Attic, 329. 15, KexAnpovounkas pev tov Pidwvos 
Tob KndeoTod xpnudtwv TAclovwrv 7) TevTEeTAAGYTY, the genitive 
of the person being dependent upon the genitive of the 
thing which is governed by the verb. In late Greek the 
ordinary construction was the accusative in either case— 
kAnpovoywety Ti Twos and KAnpovopety Tuva. 


CVI 


Opidaka ‘Hpodortoc idgov etry, fiueic d€ OptdakivHy 


oc ATTIKOL, 





This is another instance of the Common dialect pre- 
ferentially departing from the premier dialect. The 
lexicography of the word is given in detail by Lobeck. 


CVE 





> ' c / > > UJ 
EmikAtvtpov pHTéov, 00K GvaKALVTpoV. 





Pollux makes the same statement (10. 34): Mépy 6 
kAlvns Kal évyjAata Kal énlkAwtpov' TO pev emlkAwrtpov t7d 
’Apistodpdvovus elpnuévov. SodoxdAys be etme evyjdrata EvAa: 
_ id. 6. 9, TO KaAdotvpevov avdkAwrpov émixAwtpov ’Apiotoparns 
eime, TO 6€ €vyjAaTov KAwrTypiov. In g. 72 he quotes, for a 
different purpose, two lines from the Anagyrus of Aris- 
tophanes— 


a) 
Toor avTo mpatTw 60’ 6B0Am Kal otuBodrov 
« 4 “ , > lal | ee] > / 
070 T@ ‘TLKAlYTpw" pov Tis aT dveldeTO ; 


The question must rest upon their authority. 
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C1 





EridoEov, TO TpocdoKapevoy Kai EAtreduEVvOV epeic, 


OVY, WC OL GUabElc, TOV EMiGHMOY, 





Like verbs of hoping and expecting, émidofos may be 
followed by the present and aorist as well as by the 
regular tense—the future infinitive. Isocr. 397 C, érldoéos 
yernoerOa. movnpds: Antipho, 115. 22, Tov peydda pev Kaka 
mporeTovOora, ete b€ pelCova enldokoy dvta amaoxew: Isocr. 
117 E, énldogos Sv rvxelv ris Tyuhs. The preposition seems 
to have the same force as in the word ézire€ or éxfroxos. 

There is no instance in Attic of the meaning here found 
fault with by Phrynichus, but that is its prevailing sense 
in late writers. The signification éxonuos was not, how- 
ever, a coinage of the Common dialect, but existed outside 
the precincts of Attic even in Classical times, as is proved 
by Pindar— 


el yap dpa xredyous ToAXols enldogov dpnra 


KvOOS, KTE. 
Nem. 9. 46. 


Cx: 





Mouuny thy tod TOATPOC H MLHTpOC MHTEPa OV A€fouGiV 
Ol GPXGtot GAAG THOHY, WdpUHY dé Kal poLUtoy THY MHTEpaQ, 


2 


GHAGEC OUV TO THY UdUMHY éml THC THOHC Aérety, 





‘Phrynichi praescriptum plerique recentiorum neglectum 
reliquere, aviam jdypnyv dicentes, Josephus, Plutarchus, 
Appianus, Herodianus, Artemidorus, Basilius, neque ad- 
versari videtur Pollux, 3. 17, 4 8& marpos 3} MyTpos payTnp 


THOn Kal pdpyn Kat pappa. Sed cum Phrynicho faciunt 
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acriores vitiorum inolescentium animadversores, Aelius 
Dionysius, Helladius, Moeris, Photius, Suidas.’ Lobeck. 


Cx: 





Ei mountric eimey Guetvotepov, yatpéto” odd€ rap KaAALO- 
Tepov, OVSE KPElccOTEpOv PHTEéOV. oUrKpLTLKOD fap oUrKPL- 


TiKOV OU FiveTat, A€fe OUV Guetvov Kal KKAALOY Kal KpEIGGOy, 





Stobaeus (Flor. 7. 12. g) quotes from Mimnermus— 
ob ydp tis Kelvov dntwv é GpewoTEpos pas 
€oxev ETolxerOar pvdomidos Kparepijs 
epyov. 

The forms xe.pdrepos, yeperdrepos, are not double com- 
paratives. That kad\vérepov once appeared in Thuc. 4. 118 
indicates that this remark of Phrynichus was not uncalled 
for. ‘Recentiores cum similibus perCérepos, éhaxuordraros, 
usi sunt.’ Lobeck, 


CXIT, 


Movo@p8adpoy ov pHtéov, ETepd@eadpov d€. Kpativoc de 


wovO@eadpoy eite Tov KikA@ra. 


Lobeck supposes the words Kparivos 6€ povddOadpor etre 
Tov KixAwza to be a late addition, but they appear in the 
DvAA. “Atrix. of Moschopulus, and may well be genuine, as 

povopbadpos or povdypatos is the natural word for a Cyclops. 

A writer in the Aé€eus ‘Pytopixai (Bekk. 280. 22) has the 
remark: MovédOadpos' €Ovos tt GvOpdmov eva bpOadryov 
exdvTwy* Tos yap Tov erepov exkovevtas 6Oadpov ErepopOar- 
povs Kkadovow, and Strabo, 1. 43, quotes porduparos from 
Aeschylus, AloyvAov kvvoxedpddovs Kal orepvopOddrpovs Kal 
povoppatous tatopovvtos. 

Ammonius makes the same distinction: ‘Erepép0adpos kat 
povdp0adpos biadépovaw. “Erepop0adpos pev yap 6 Kata Treplr- 

p 
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Two TpwOELs TOY ETEpov TOY OpOarwarv, povdPOadrpos b€ 6 Eva 
povoy OpOadrpuov éxwy os 6 Kixrdo. ; 
It is an interesting question how the later notion of tlie 
Cyclopes originated. In Homer the Cyclops is érepopOadpos, 
not povdpadpos, as Aristarchus plainly saw. On Odyss. 9. 
383 he has the remark, 6 KvcAww xara tov “Opnpov odk rv 
Kovdpbadpos picer, GAXA Kata Twa ovvTvXlav Tov ETEpoy TOY 
OpOarparv avEBEBArcer. So yap ddpvtas cixe’ pnol yap— 
mavtTa d€ of Brépap’ apd Kal dpptas eboev aiTpuH. 
By the time of Hesiod the later notion prevailed, as is seen 
from two lines of the Theogon. 144— 
Kixdwres 8 dvow joav enodvepov obver dpa opéwv 
KuKAoTEpis dpOadmos Eeis eveKEiTO pETOTTO, 
and became as firmly established as the similar erroneous 
notion that the Sirens were three in number, whereas Homer 
plainly says there were but two. Some mistake of an early 
potter probably originated both errors, and fictile ware tells 
the same story as Hesiod, Cratinus, and Theocritus, 11. 31— 


vA / / XS >) n > \ \ / 
veka ol Aaota pev opts emt TavTL peTOTO. 


CxCUME 





“E@vuHoduHv’ etc AOrOc Tep| Tov Guaptriatoc, évea dv 
\ , ‘ 1 rn” > U a) 2 a \ s \ a 
UH OUVHOHC TO TIPLAGOHAL H ETTPLAUHV GHEIVaL, EKEL TA ATO TOU 
@vobuat! Tdtte, évoa 8 dv td dnd Tod mptacear, MUAGTTOU 


OaTEpoy, 





* The MSS. and editions have the COT éwvnpar. After Surzepoy they add 
oiov edit pas oikiay’ évtadda eyxuper TO émpidpny' otrw xenon enpiduny oikiav. 
TOAW eT UXOY Ewvnpévos oikiay 7) aypov' évradda oddév é epxeinee TOY amo TaY mpla- 
cba peéver TO ewynpévos Sdéxipov. madw bet A: A pIG EUs, TO 2p wynodpevos 
Gddxipov’ ottws oby Kam Tod éwynoapny' mapov yap empidpny eimeiv, pi einns 
ewvnodpny’ 6 yap ToUTO A€ywv Anpe?. Lobeck justly says, ‘alto hic Phrynichus 
demersus est luto;’ but he fails in trying to extricate him. It is strange that 
the words Pilewe oioy in Phrynichus should so frequently be unintelligible 


or contradictory to the rule he lays down. They seem frequently to be late 
additions. 
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Herodian (453 ed. Piers.) likewise remarks on the way 
in which the two stems ove- and zpi- were combined in Attic 
to make up the verb corresponding to the English ‘buy.’ 
His words are these, mpiacOar épets, odk @vicacba drov dé 
pi) Ovvaroyv KAtvar TO TplacOar phua, TOTEe TO @vEtcOar xpryon, 
oiov empiapny, empiw, émplaro’ Kal mpiw TO mpootatikov. EvmoAis 
Tpiw or ceAdxLov pynol. emt 6€ TOD TapaKempévou edvnpat, ov 
yap évexdper 6 Tapakelwevos THV Tod TplacOa xpjow. These 
dicta are confirmed by other authorities and by the universal 
usage of Attic writers. The following passages will put in 
the clearest light the dovetailing of the two verbs into one 
another. In the ‘Acharnians’ Dicaeopolis asks the price 
of the Boeotian’s pigs— 


, / / \ / / 
TOTOV Tplwpat cor Ta xolplota; Eye’ 


and when the answer is satisfactory makes up his mind to 
buy them— 


4 a 
@vncopal cou’ TEpipey avrod. 


The enormous sums expended upon fish by Athenian 
epicures isa common-place in the Middle and New Comedy, 
and a passage of this kind is quoted by Athenaeus (6. 
227 A) from the ‘Greek Woman’ of Alexis— 


avtot (ot txOves) r enav AnPOGow t76 Ta GdLéwv 
TEOveaTes ETITP(Bovolr Tos vovLpEVOVS. 
THs ovolas yap «iow jpiv oviot, 


€ / / A 3A b) / 
O Tplayevos TE TTWYXOS EVOVS ATOTPEXEL : 


Plato, Rep. 563 B, érav d€ of €wvnuévor pndev Wrrov ehevOepor 
pe ¥ de ] f 

oo. TOV Tpiapevwv: Lysias, 108. 35, AvTikAtjs Tap advtod mpia- 
> / , ae. > , , / / LA 

pevos e€epla0woev' eyo 6& map "Avtixd€éovs elpyyns ovons 

ewvovpnv: Dem. 307. 15, 6 @votpuevos vevixknke Tov aBdvTa 

éav mpinra. 
But the locus classicus is the speech of Lysias against 
the corn merchants (Kara rév oirotwAdv): "Eye tov apxov- 


TwV KEA EVOVT MY TVET PLaPND. 
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“Av ey Toivuy dmodelén, & dvdpes dixacTal, @s oT. vopos Os 
KeAever TOYS oiTOT@AAS CUVwVElTOaL TOV GiToV, Gy ot UpxorTEs 
KeAcvwow, amownploacde. ci SE pi}, Sikatoy das Karaynpicacbat. 
Hels yop tuiy Taperyopeda Tov vowov ds amayopedver pndeva TOV 
év TH TOAEL TAEiw olroy TEevTIKOVTA Popuav cvvaveic bat. 

“Avutos 8 €deyev os... . cupBovdrdetociey adtois Tavoac0at 
provixodvo.y, iyovpevos sudepew tuiv Tots Tapa TovT@Y @vov- 
Mévois @s abistatov TovTovs TplacOa. delv yap advtovs dBor@ 
Movov TwAEty TiLOTEpoV. ws TolvUY ov TUPTpLapEvoUs KaTAaDEaOaL 
€xeAevey adtovs dda pi) GAAHAOLS avTwvelcOar ovvEeBovAever, 
avTov juiv “AvuTov paprupa TapeEopar, Kal ws ovTOS pev eT TIS 
Tpotépas BovAts TovTovs eize Tovs Adyovs, ovToL 8 emt THvdE 
cvvevovpevor paivovrat |. 

It may be useful to add a detailed list of the tenses and 
moods as used by Attic writers. The references are chiefly 
to Aristophanes :— 


evodpat, Arist. Av. 530, Eccl. 1002. Subjunctive, Lys. 560, 
Vesp. 493. Optative, Eq. 649. Participle, Nub. 1224, 
Thesm. 504, Eq. 897, Ach. 549. 

ewvovpnv, Fr. Com. (Eupolis), 2. 505, and Orators. 

evjncowa, Arist. Plut. 140, 518, Ach. 815, Eq. 362, Pax 
1239, 1252, 1261, Vesp. 304, Lys. 600, Eccl. 1034; 
Orators. 

éxpidpnv, Arist. Nub. 23, 864, Eq. 44, 676, Thesm. 503, Pax 
1200, 1241. 2nd sing. éxpiw, Vesp. 1439. Subjunctive, 
Ach. 812, Ran. 1229, Nub. 614. Optative, Pax 21, 1223, 
Vesp. 1405, Ach. 737. Imperative, mpiw, Ach. 34, 35; 
Fr. Com. 2. 743, 883; dmompiw, Ran. 12272. Infinitive, 
Ach. 691, 749, Vesp. 253, 294, Av. 715. Participle, Ach. 
yor, Eq. 600, 872, Nub. 749, Plut. 883. 


* Cp. Xen. Vect. 4.18, mpidcOa . . . dviOn .. . avoovra... aynbevra. 
* Good MSS, read mpiw for mpin in Nub. 614. The form mpiago in Ach. 870 
is probably Attic. Veitch, however, errs when he puts it on the same footing 


as mpiw in id. 34 by the remark ‘both in trimeter, for he has not observed that 
mpiago is put into the mouth of a Boeotian. 
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eornpat, Fr. Com. (Eupolis), 2. 492, (Aristoph.) 2. 1076; 
Mrators; “Pariic., Arist. Pl. 7. 


PASSIVE. 
evotpat, Plato, Phaed. 69 B. 
é€wvovunv, Xen. Eq. 8. 2. 
éwvnOnv, Dem. 1124, 1126; Xen. Mem. 2. 7.12, etc.; Plato, 

Legg. 850 A, Soph. 224 A. 
edunat, Pax 1182; Plat. Rep. 563; Orators. 

Pollux (3. 124) quotes drovnOjoera from the Comic 
Poet Theopompus. The verbal ernréos occurs in Plato, 
Legg. 849 C, and oynrés in a true verbal sense in Thuc. 3. 
40, eArlda ote Adyw TLoTHY OTE Xpjpaow e@vyTiv. In Plato, 
Phaed. 1. c., the present is found in the participle avovperd 
Te Kal Timpackoweva. This is the only instance in Classical 
Greek, although periphrases are used. Such is zpaowy 
evploxm in a passage quoted by Pollux (7. 13) from the 
‘Seasons’ of Aristophanes— 

Kpatiatov juiv eis TO Onoeiov dpapeir, 

exel 0 E€ws Gv Tpaow evpopev pevely, 
till we find a purchaser’. In the sense of fo be for sale, 
Ovios elvar was used. 

éml tais mUAaLoww ov TO Tdptxos MvLoV. 

Arist. Eq. 1247. 

Plato, Legg. 848 A, rpirov pépos eviov e& dvdyxns éoTtw TobTO 
povov, Tov 6€ 600 pepGv pndev emdvaykes ETH Twreiv. 


TOs 6 iTOs OvLos ; 
Arist. Ach. 758. 
‘What is the price of wheat ?’ 


lal o Lé \ > Lal ” 
TOS ody O TYPOS Ev Botwrots wvios ; 
Id. Eq. 480. 


To make a purchase was in Greek aviv roretcOa, or, in 


' The note of Pollux is ridiculous enough and shows how little Classic Greek 
was understood even by a scholar in the second century a.v., 8 5é ol viv pac 
rovs olxéras mpacw aireiv éotw evpeiv ev ais ’Apioropavous “Qpas. THe must 
have translated €ws av =‘ while.’ 
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poetry, aviv riecOa, as Dem. 894. 27, aviv Tovodpar Tis 
vEeos: 
aviv ov Kal mpaow os PotviE avip. 
Soph. Frag. 
The primitive sense of the verb dyopa¢ew was to attend the 
ayopda either for business or pleasure, but it gradually acquired 
the meaning of dwy. The former signification is encountered 
often in Aristophanes—Ach. 625, 720, Vesp. 557, Lys. 556, 
633, Eq. 1373, 1374; but the latter only once— ° 
Kal Tats ddeddais ayopdoar xiT@vLov 
exéAevoey Gv, TH pntpl 8 iparidioy. 
Plut. 984. 
The term, however, both in the active and the middle 
voice, became ultimately quite synonymous with ovetoba 
and zplac@a, as Dem. 563, 7, 7 & e&ov aitn BeAtio mplacba 
TavTNs THS Tins TovToy nydpacev. The verb was doubtless 
complete in all three voices, but in what remains of Attic 
literature does not extend beyond the aorist and perfect. 


CXL. 





Tlapacirovc ovK €Aerov ot apyatot ém dveldouc, de voy, 
GAA KOAGKaC’ Kai dpdua Eott Kéddakec TototT@y dy- 


Opatav. 





Athenaeus discusses at great length the word zapdouros 
(in 6. 235 seq.). For the existence of the wapdouros in 
Homeric times, he quotes— 


éoxe 0 evl Tpdecor [lodijs, vids ’Heriwvos, 
apveids 7 dyads Te’ pddvota b€ puv They “Extwp 
Onpov, evel of Eraipos env pldos eiAatwacTis’ 
Tl. 17. 575. 
and shows that in the time of Epicharmus the character had 
acquired all its features. It was Araros, however, who first 
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employed the word zapdovros in this dishonourable sense, 
and Antiphanes, Alexis, and Diphilus had all plays of this 
name. Accordingly, Phrynichus must not be considered 
as denying the signification xéAag throughout Attic, but 
only as reminding his readers that the term wapacuros had 
originally an honourable meaning. The words of Athenaeus 
are on this point very distinct: To 6€ rod mapacirov dvopa 
mada pev iv ceuvov Kali tepdv. Tlodcuov yotv ypdyas mepi 
2 ‘ ef amie \ a / ¥ an \ + , 

mapacitwrv pyc ovtws* “To Tov Tapacitov ovopya vov EV ddokov 
gor, Tapa d& Tots dpxatois ebploKoper TOV TapdowTo tepdv TL 

lol ~ ”~ / , > / SS > pI “n 
xphya kal TS svvOoive Tapopo.ov. “Ev Kuvocapyer pev ovv ev TO 
‘Hpaxdelo ory tis eori ev 7] Wijpiopa pev AdKiBiddov, ypay.- 
pareds d& Urépavos Oovkvdidov, A€yetar 8 Ev advT~ TeEpl Tijs 

/ oe iS < SS ye / / cue N S a 

Tpoonyoplas ovTws Ta 6€ éemynvia OveTw O Lepevs PETA TOV 
mapactrov. of 6 mapdo.ror éoTwy ex TGV vd0wy Kal TOY TOUTwY 

/ > \ / a >a X / lal , / ‘ 
maldwv katata watpia. “Os 6 av pr) O€An TapaciTeEty, ELoayeTH Kat 
mepl rovrwy els To dikaotypiov.” There is much more to the 
same effect. 


CX: 





EGpaseat odk épeic mpomapokvtévac dic TOO a, GAAG 


TrapoEuTOVvwc Ota TOO €, ebpécbat. 





CXV i 





"Ageidato door did TOO AG A€foUGIV GoXHMovOdGL, d€ov 
did TOO AE AEFelv, GPELAETO, KGL GAPELAOMHV det Aeretv Ota 


TOU 0, GAAG WH dia TOD a. 





The second of these articles has been brought from 
another place in the Ecloga. Evpayny for etpdpnv, and 
aperAdpnv for aperddunv, represent a common corruption 
of late Greek. Veitch hesitates, as usual; but on consulting 
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him it will be seen that in both cases the form in alpha 
has disappeared from all texts, not only of Attic, but 
of Classical Greek writers. The same is true of the active 
forms etpyoa and cida, zpnoa, and whatever Aristophanes 
wrote in Thesm. 761, he certainly did not write éénpyjcaro. 
That word crept into the text at a date when oyapnv might 
be used for eidov, and dverecdunv for avémecov. The second 
line of the couplet destroys the force of the first— 


tadavtatn Mixka, tis e€exdpno€ oe; 

tis THY ayannTiy maida cov *Enpyoaro ; 
Instead of é€npyjcaro, which cannot have a double meaning, 
some word that has is required to correspond with é&exe- - 
pnoe. Lobeck proposed éferpyoaro, Meineke has adopted 
dvexpyoato. Neither emendation is of value, and the 
genuine word still awaits discovery, if the line is not re- 
garded as merely an interpolated extension of éefexdpyce. 
Many forms, equally corrupt, were imported into Attic 
books by copyists, who were ignorant of Greek syntax of 
the Classical age. Thus, in Thuc. 8. 10, the historian used 
the regular construction in object clauses, and made a 
future indicative follow émws, after a verb of preparing, 
Tapeckevacovto OTws pH Ancovow advtovs, but textual critics 
had to banish Ajowow from the received text. They had 
the best manuscripts on their side, but even against all 
such authority the change ought to have been made. 
Veitch (p. 411) has a record of other instances, The 
case of the Homeric évédyoa is very different— 


GAG TO pev Kal dvexTov exer Kaxdv, émmoTe Kev TIS 
pata pev katy TmuKwGs axaxtpevos irop, 
4 > oe oy « / > 3 / c te 
vuxtas 6 Unvos €xnow' 6 yap 7 énéAnoev andvToV 
EvOAGY HOE KaKOY, mel dp BrEhap’ appixadrdtyn. 
Od. 20. 83. 

Then the word is causative, the éxi making possible the 
active in this sense, just as it helped wn@lCoua: to an active 
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voice. As AavOdve in the active can only mean escape 
notice, so Wndbim had no signification besides that of wse 
pebbles, calculate. For the causative of Wypi¢oua, to vote, 
the compound of ézi was employed, just as émAavOdve 
supplied a causative to AavOdvoya. 

The authority of Hesiod used to be advanced for the 
aorist first of AXeftw— 


[4 ‘\ 3) / > 14 3 , 
Os Kev TV ETLopKoV aTodElWas ETOLOTON 
5 
adavarwv' 
Theogon. 793. 
just as épevéa in Aesch. Agam. 1308— 


tl robdr ehevéas; et Te py Ppevdv orvyos, 


was regarded as a proof that ¢evyw had a weak aorist as 
well as a strong. In the one case the word comes from 
a7oXei3o, in the other from devo. 

It is true that there are several verbs which in Classical 
times used both aorists—the weak and the strong—in the 
same sense, but in Attic proper, such verbs were singularly 
rare. Xé€w is an undisputed instance, and with it may go 
pOdve, the two aorists of which run parallel, except in the 
participle, which Attic confined to the weak. The case of 
ktelvw and eid is different, ékravov, €xavoy, and éziOor, 
being not found out of poetry. Even ém@éunv gradually 
retreated before ézefoOnv, as Attic matured. Xenophon 
must be left to settle the right of xaréxavoy to a place in 
Attic prose. Certainly, no other writer in that fastidious 
dialect would have employed the word. The form jjéa 
stands on precarious footing, but must be admitted in early 
Attic. Homer certainly used the weak aorist middle— 


arap KadXirpixas tnrovs 
hioal’ ineE dx€wv, Tapa 6€ odio BdddrET EdwdyV' 
éx todos 6 t€acbe Boas Kat idia pra 
KapTaAipws, otvov b€ peAdidpova oilvicerde. 
Il, 8, 505, 
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€x 70Atos 8 GéavTo Boas Kal idia pra 
KapTaAiwws, olvoy d€ peAtppova oivicovto. 
Id. 545. 
for to read dfeoe in the former of these passages is criticism 
of the most futile and puerile kind. Moreover, Herodotus 
employed zpoecd€avro (1. 190), éoagavro (5. 34), and apoo- 
efavto (8. 20). Accordingly, when the active déa: is en- 
countered in Antiphon, and zpoonéav in Thucydides, in 
a sense perfectly natural, and with the support of all 
manuscripts, they must at once be accepted as genuine, 
and regarded as fresh indications of a fact more than once 
referred to already—namely, that in these two writers the 
Attic dialect had not reached its full development. Antipho, 
134. 41, pi ody eeAntar Tobro tyav pydels, tu Tov pveTiy 
anéxteway, Kal d.eretvavto abtov pH eloedOeiv és tpas, pnd 
€uol eyyevecOar mapdvT, d€ar Tov dvdpa Kal Bacavioa aitov: 
Thuc. 2. 97, pdpos re ék maons tis BapBdpov Kat tev ‘EAAn- 
vidwy TdAEwy, Goov TpoonEav emt LevOov xte. Such forms, 
however, were quite alien to mature Attic, and amjéas has 
been justly restored to Aristophanes (Ran. 468), in place 
of anjgas, ragavres, to Lycurgus (166. 16) in place of xard- 
€avres, and perhaps xa@évras even to Xenophon (Hell. 2. 2. 
20) in place of xardéavres. In all three passages the sense 
requires an alteration which there is excellent manuscript 
authority to support. 

The history of the weak aorist of dmod.dpdoxw is singularly 
instructive. Veitch has traced it with his usual care: 
‘The first aorist does not zow occur in Classic Greek; 
dnobpdcaca Andoc. 1. 125 (Vulg.), amodpaca (Bekk.), azo- 
dpacas Lys. 6. 28 (old edit.), was altered by Reiske to 
amodpas, which has been adopted by Bekker and every 
subsequent editor, dzodpaon Xen. Cyr. 1. 4. 13 (Vulg.), now 
anoopa (best MSS., Schneid., Popp., Dind.), é&épac’ Eur. 
I. T. 194 (MSS., Vulg., Musgr., Seidler), now e& pas in 
every edition, etc. In fact, dzédpaca must be classed with 
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€Ovnfa, Opwka, edapwa, edna, epevéa, eveca, cida, ipyoa, 
nuaptnoca, €BrAwéa or euddnoa, @dAicOnoa, EBara, oodppaynr, 
et hoc genus omne. Further, there is little question that 
Aristophanes did not use évérefa, or Lysias &pAnoa. In 
Ar. Lys. 553 the manuscripts have évré&n or évtevén, the 
latter being also supported by Suidas, s. v. réravos. The 
true word is lost, as neither évreEm nor évrevén provides a 
suitable meaning. For édAncev in Lys. 136. 1, cvxoparrias 
avTod KaTéyvwte Kal OpAnoev tpiv prplas dpaxpas, either odei- 
Anoev or prev must be substituted. 

Some verbs, which originally possessed two aorists of 
identical meaning, dropped one of them in Attic, just as 
dyw has been shown to have done. Such a word is BAao- 
tavw, which in Ionic writers had an aorist éSAdoryoa, 
Hippocr. 7. 528, 546, and dvaBdaorjon must be preferred 
to dvaBAaornoe: in Hdt. 3. 62, as even Herodotus could 
hardly have given other than the middle inflexions to the 
future of such a verb. The Homeric é6pe€éa survived in 
Attic poetry by the side of payor, but could not have 
been used in prose. Both €Aaxov and éAdkyoa appear in 
Comedy; but the verb is never used by Aristophanes 
except in para-tragedy, or when he wishes to have a 
hit at Euripides, who was ridiculously fond of the term. 
Of the two forms éppevoa and éppinv, late writers selected 
the poetical active, as in the case of karédap0ov they pre- 
ferred the passive form. 

The aorist eiwa must not be reduced to the same level 
as efha, 70a, eaya, etc., nor yet must eizoy and eiza be 
regarded as rivals. The two accurately supplement one 
another in Attic Greek, according to the following para- 
digm— 

eimov elmdrnv elmarwv 

civas el7opev elme€ 
eine el7are elmdTw el mare 
i i i 


elmarov €imov elmarov elTOVTWDV. 
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The subjunctive may be referred to either; the optative 
draws its forms wholly from the second aorist, which also 
supplies the infinitive and the participle. The case of 
7vEyKov Versus 7VveyKa is somewhat more intricate ; but, under 
the influence of a transitory desire for system, Veitch has 
demonstrated that, in the indicative and imperative, the 
forms in alpha were used in Attic, except when the require- 
ments of metre or a wish to avoid hiatus suggested jjveyxov 
and éveyxov. The infinitive was always éveyxeiv and the 
participle éveyxéyv, and the omicron forms were at least pre- 
ferentially used in the optative, while the subjunctive may 
be assigned indifferently to either tense. 

The rule for the aorists of r/@nyr and in is too well- 
known to need remark; but it may not be unnecessary 
to remind my readers, that, although the weak aorist of 
6(6mut Was occasionally used in the plural, such forms were 
generally eschewed by Attic writers. Herwerden thus 
sums up the evidence of Inscriptions: ‘Aor. 1 hujus verbi 
et compositorum in plurali numero perraro reperitur. In 
T.N. xiii. m. 45, legitur wapeddxayev. Paullo minus rara 
est 3 pers. pl., sed ne haec quidem reperitur, quod sciam, 
ante saeculum quartum,’ (Lapid. Test. p. 48). The aorist 
€ppnxa probably followed the analogy of inus and rf@nur in 
the indicative, as it certainly did in the other moods, and 
the gloss in Hesychius: ’Aréppyncay, apijxay Kparivos Opdr- 
ta.s, Should stand ’Azédpecar, kre. 

As is now acknowledged, the form éze.wédpnxe in Eur. 
El. 1032— 


GAN HAP éxov por pawad evOcov Kdpyv 
A€xTpois T emevoeppynke Kat vdpda dvo 


>] lal al o 3 a 
€v TolowW avTots déyaocw Kareiy’ d00, 


is no perfect, but an aorist, which in H. F. 1266 has by 
some fatality been corrupted to érewéppnoe— 
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ér év yddaxti 7 dvtt yopywrods des 

evmetoeppynke oTapyavoiot Tots €ois” 
and is recorded by Hesychius in the glosses— 

Eioédpnkev’ eloijyayev. 

°"E€épynxev’ adixev. 
Its subjunctive appears in Alc. 1056, éweopp, Phoen. 264, 
éxpGou, and its participle in a fragment of Eur. Phaethon— 

pytw “Hpavotos xdXov 

ddpois emerodpels peAabpa ovppr€En Tupi. 
Aristophanes, Vesp. 162, used its imperative éxgpes, and its 
infinitive is preserved in the gloss of Hesychius: Eiodpijvac 


elod€éau. 


Cx: 





‘Pd@avoy emi tric papavidoc uH OAc, GHaivet rap 


THY KPGUBHV. 





‘Idem affrmant Hesych., Suid., Ammon., Schol. ad 
Aristoph., Poll., et alii. Addit Hesych. pagpavidas vocari 
papdvovs parvos Dorice. Ammon. vero et Thom. ad- 
jungunt Ionice pépavov nominari ri padavida. Aristot. 
Hist. V. 17. 219 etiam pddavoy ait ab aliis xpay8nv nomi- 
nari. Nufiez. 


CAVIM: 





Evvoc €yet wot WH A€re, GAN EVVOLKOC, 








The same caution is also found in App. Soph. 38, edvor- 
KOs bdkipov, TO be evvws pedyew xpy, and it is in accordance 
with the usage of Attic Greek. Similarly, dvws was not in 
use, but dvojrws, and for the Xenophontean dpovdws, Attic 
writers employed dyovonrixés. The adverbs of dvovovs, 
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kakdvovs, and ayytvovs, do not happen to be found ; but as 
edvoikds was confined to the adverb etvoixds, ebvoixdrepon, 
evvoixérata, there can be no question, that, if used at all, 
dvovolKGs, KakovoiKds, and dyxivoikds, were similarly pre- 
ferred to the regularly-formed dvcvws and ayxivws. There 
is in fact not a single instance in Attic Greek of an adverb 
directly formed from adjectives of this class, mpdvovs, Kov- 
dvovs, evppovs, eUmvovs, SVaoTAovs, etc. It is hardly necessary 
to point out that words like ad7Aés do not belong to the 
same category, but even a@péws appears to be under a ban. 


CxS 








Evev’ moddoi dvti tod evetc, diapéper dé. TO Mev rap 
TOTIOU €6Tiv, EevOd "A@Hvayv, TO dé ypdvou, Kal AéreTat Gov 


TO 6. 





This point is proved by the evidence of Aristophanes 
alone. The form «0% is demanded by the metre in Nub. 
162, Pax 77, 301, Av. 1421, Eccl. 835, and gives the more 
regular verse in Pax 68 and 819, while in no line is ed0ds 
found referring to place. On the other hand, ed6vs ypovixdy 
is invariably encountered, being demanded by the metre 
in Plut. 152, 238, 700, 707, 1121, Nub. 785) 855,187,007" 
1134, 1215, 1365, 1371, 1373, Ach. 638, Eques7ommoom 
Vesp. 103, 553, 568, Pax 84, 217, 763, 894, Lys. 201, 239, 
248, 519, 525, 641, 664, Thesm. 405, 482, 507, Ran. 126, 
137, 506, 694, 744, 859, 1029, 1135. Other Attic poets 
tell the same tale, except that Euripides uses dds for e000 
in one passage— 

Thy evOvs “Apyous Kamidavplas dddv. 
Hipp. 1197. 
Photius remarks upon the anomaly: Edd Avkeflov: 7d es 


A A tes 3 if a 
Avketovy 00ev “Eparocbevns Kai 61a todto tronteder Tovs Me- 
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1S) 
iS) 
i) 


rad\eis* kal Evpimidns ox dp0os— 

Tv evOvs “Apyous KaTavpias dddv. 
The author of this Merad\efs is not known for certain, 
and without the rest of the line no reasoning can be based 
on «v6ts Avxefov, but the words of Euripides doubtless 
stand as they came from his pen. The distinction between 
«vd and «d6’s originated in the desire for precision, which 
is the predominant characteristic of Attic, and was not 
observed either by Homer or in other dialects at a period 
contemporary with the Attic. “I@vs is of common occur- 
rence, as applied to place, in the Iliad and Odyssey, while 
Pindar employed «@vs in both senses. Accordingly, in 
Tragedy «i6¥vs (rd ré7ov) is not out of place, and in Euri- 
pides it may well be a conscious imitation of older usage. 
In Comedy and Prose, however, the rule was carefully 
observed, and any deviations from it in the texts of Prose 
authors should be unflinchingly removed. 

Like the English zmmediately, ed0ds is sometimes used of 
place, as in Thuc. 6. 96, xwplov droxpijprov te Kal vmep THs 
Toews evOdS Keysevov. In such sentences «d0¥ would naturally 
be amiss. 


CXX. 








\ 


Zwpdtepov 6 TOLHTHC, GU dE A€fE EVLWPOV KEPacoV Kal 


evgwmpdtepov, wc Aptoropavue Kai Kpativoc kai Evrroate. 





The poet referred to is Homer, in Il. 9. 203— 
Caporepov 6 Képae béTas & evTvvoV ExaoTa, 


a line which Ephippus, the Comic poet, had in mind when 
he wrote— 
/ € / 
uaAnv eKaTeEpa 
éimke Kkapdoas Cwpdrepov ‘Opnpikas* 
Antiphanes employed (wpdrepos in the passage preserved 
by Athenaeus, to. 423 D— 
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Tobrov éyw® kplyw petavimtploa ths “Pyretas 

miveww Cwpotépe xpdmevov Oivoxy de 
but without the context it would be rash to regard it as 
a contravention of the rule laid down by Phrynichus. 
Herodotus has the simple word (6. 84), and it was probably 
in use in Tragedy. Its reappearance in the Common 
dialect is but another instance of what has so often been 
encountered already—the inability of Attic to hold its own 
against the other dialects. 

The word et(wpos is found in Ar. Eccl. 227; Eur. Alc. 
757. Like dxparos, it formed its comparative and super- 
lative in -é€orepos, -€oratos, Ephipp. ap. Athen. 9. 374 D; 
Antiphanes, id. 10. 423 E. Eustathius, however, quotes 
from Diphilus the regular comparative ed(wpdrepov, and he 
is confirmed by Athen. Io. 423 E— 

éyxeov ob 67) Tetr. 
ei(wpdtepov ye vy Al, ® mat, dds* TO yap 


Voapes Gmav TovT eotl TH Wyn Kakd 
Ddapes 7) Woy Kakov. 


CXXE 


Xetpolv adoKiuac, yepai oe. 








The same is true of the genitive and dative dual, xe:poty 
being never used in these cases. 


OOO: 





Evéptov WH A€re, GAN evepoy iudtlov, TPLGVAAGB@C 


Kal Gvev TOO 4, 





Ei tia médw ppdoeas hyiv evepov 


e / 5 lal / 
MOTEP TLOVpaV eyKaTakAwyvat padbakyv. 
Ar Awvaah ails 
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The Scholiast quotes yAécoav evépwy Bordv from Cratinus, 
and from Plato (Comicus), the substantive edepia. 

On the other hand, there is no occasion to alter evepov 
in Sophocles— 


yap Tov évduTipa TémAov aptios 


% ORY 


€xplov, apynt olds evelpov TéKe, 


Trach. 675. 
as is done by Elmsley and Lobeck, for they ought as 
readily to replace évéurjpa and dpyjra by other words. As 
an old form, eveipos is natural in Tragedy. It is employed 
in Ionic, and supported by the gloss of Photius, Eve.pov 


cs 
€VEPLOV. 


69.0.4 555 


NeouHvia uH Aére, TOV “laveav rap, GAAG vounHvia, 





‘Neopynvia non contractis primoribus syllabis perrarum 
est etiam in vulgari Graecitate.’ Lobeck. 


CXXTIV: 


"Hc €v Gropd, cdAotKov. Aére ObV Hoda, dpedTepov dé 
12 


> > 


n n c ‘ D US 3 n 
XP@TO av O Aefayv, Eav HC ev Gropa, 


GeV: 


“Eguc’ €ott ev mapd toic dpyatotc, GAN OAtrov. TO dé 


TAELTOV EMHGOG. 





The second of these articles has been brought from 
a later place. In the case of épyada, Phrynichus is too 
lenient ; €pys was never used by good writers any more 


2) 


c 
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than js, jews, 7ons- It is true that the manuscripts oc- 
casionally exhibit the shorter forms, but as the longer are 
often demanded and always allowed by metre, they should 
invariably be restored in verse and prose. The argument 


from seriation is very strong— 
epno-Oa ota-0a 7jdn-08a 70-00 newr-Oa 
pa-0é to-Ou to-O0 t-00. 
but the testimony of verse is much more valuable. 
as follows— 


A. arap yeyévntar; B. val pa Al? odk 7dnoOd pe; 
Ar, Eccl. 551. 
The Ravenna has 7j6n06a, others 7dei08a. 


It is 


GAN otk av é7 exo’ baa yap idno@ e&éxeas amavra. 


Thesm. 554. 
The MSS. 7éeus. 


7 / \ ‘\ y 2) 4 ’ 99) b] , 
TavTas MEVTOL OV OEds ovoas ovK 7dnaO ovd Evomtes ; 


Nub. 329. 
Ravenna 7jdys, others 7ées. 


The second person does not occur in Aeschylus. 


Euripides it is found only twice— 


TOs; TopOov ov 7OnTIa TaTpwas yOovds ; 
Cycl. 108. 
MSS. jdeoba. 


nono0a yap b7T dvdcvoy yhwas ydapov. 
El. 926. 


In 


In the two cases in which it occurs in Sophocles the verse 


admits of the true form— 
ap e€ydnod bcov iv Képdos. 
MSS. e&néns. 
nono0a KnpvxOevta! pi apdocew Tdde ; 


; Ant. 445. 
MSS. jjons rd. 


Trach. 988. 


The evidence for 7ja0a is overpowering. There is no line 


* Cobetus emendavit. For the plural participle cp. Ant. 576— 
5edoypev’, ws eoixe, THVBE KaTOaveiy, 
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in Attic verse in which jjs is required, though it occurs 
sometimes in the manuscripts. Thus in Eur. I. A. 339— 


c \ 3 / oO / 
@s TaTewos jo0a Taons defias tporOiyyavewy, 


all the manuscripts have 7js 4mdons. The following details 
are of value. In Sophocles alone joa occurs fourteen 
times, and in eight of the fourteen passages the disyllabic 
form is required by the metre. In Aristophanes, out of 
nineteen lines in which the word occurs, nine require the 
longer form. In Aeschylus it is found twice, once doubtful 
and once required. About jevc0a there is some question, 
the word not occurring in verse. Aeschines (77. 11) is 
credited with wepijeus, and Plato, Tim. 26 C, Euthyph. 4 B, 
with dujevra. Tlepujers is certainly wrong, but is dujercOa 
right? The legitimate form would be éujo00a. While otc6a 
is Claimed for mature Attic, it is probable that ofdas should 
be acknowledged as old Attic, as it appears in Eur. Alc. 
780— 
Ta Ovnta Tpdypar oidas jv exer pvow ; 

and as forms like oiéare, oiéayev, were good Ionic, and should 
be retained when found in Attic as early as that of Antiphon. 
It is quite natural that at a period of transition he should 
write oféayev in one passage and topev in another. The same 
licence must be extended to Xenophon as a Greek cosmo- 
politan. What in Antiphon was due to the time at which 
he wrote was in Xenophon caused by the migratory life 
he led. 

In the case of oféa a third form has certain claims to 
notice. In his note upon the dictum of Moeris: Oicda, 
xwpls tod o, ‘Arrikds. oidas, “EAAnvikds, Pierson quotes 
the following passage of Eustathius (Od. 1773. 27): To 
6€ olc0a yap olos Ovpos edéyxet Znvddotov Kal rTovs Kar’ 
aitov Kak@s ypdpovras Td oloOas Tapa TO Toth. ev TéAEL 
pev yap atixov 7) Kal emupopa dwvyevtos ein av yevérOar ovy- 
xopnlcicay rowad’rny ypadiy, evradda be ovx dv yévoiro bia 


Q 2 
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TO Kaxomérpytov. AtAvos pevtor Arortoros ypader bru Kat To 
oloOa Kat TO otcOas cipdw “EAAnvixd xada kal joa Kal jobas. 
Any record of an opinion of Dionysius always merits careful 
consideration, but here the ambiguity of the term “EAAnvixa 
robs his words of most of their value. Hesychius, it is 
true, enfranchises otc@as: Oicdas’ oidas, Exatépws Atrikds, and 
Photius does the same: Otc@a’ avti rod oldas* A€yerat Kal 
Xwpls ToD o* peta O& TOD o ToTe 7) bid peTpoy 7 Sid TO pH 
ovyKpodcoat cvypwva: but Nauck is rash in the extreme to 
alter oidas to otofas in Alc. 780. The authority of his 
favourite Grammarian, George Choeroboscus, is advanced 
in its favour, ebpyrar 6€ kal peta Tod o otcbas os Tapa Kpative 
év Mad@akois : but dependence upon the broken reed of one 
of the least talented and least critical of the old grammarians 
is a weak spot in Nauck’s work, and has often seriously 
misguided him. There is, in fine, not one assured instance 
of the form ofc@as in Attic of any period. The passages 
quoted by Veitch in its favour are as evidence quite 
worthless. 

The evidence for 7jo6as is still less, as it does not occur at 
all in Greek. 

On the other hand, the easy remedy which it would 
apply to— 

TOs obv dv &vOaS io ey Tpota 0 dpa, 
Bur elas. 

almost justifies Nauck’s introduction of the form in that 
line, and, if it were once established there, his alteration of 
Eur. Her. 65 and I. T. 814 (otc@as for otcd’ év) might be 
adopted at once. But the question of Comedy and Prose 
is not affected by such lines of Tragedy, and the forms in 
-Oas must be denied in both till more convincing evidence 


is adduced of their existence in any species of pure Attic 
writing. 


LEE NEW PARVNIGA GS: 229 


CRG: 





“HkHKOEGaV, Ererpaqecay, EreTroriKecav, évevorikecav 


> = > > > \ - > t 
Epetc’ GAA OU GUV TW Lt, HKHKOELGQV., 





No error has spread so widely through the texts of Greek 
authors as the late endings of the pluperfect indicative 
active. The genuine inflexions of the singular are proved 
not only by the evidence of verse, but also by the best 
manuscripts of prose writers, to have been for the singular 
_ =n, -ns, and -e, or before a vowel -ew. The forms known to 
late Greek were those which now rule in our texts, and it is 
to the pestilent habit which late transcribers had of altering 
texts to suit their own age that this wholesale corruption of 
the manuscripts is to be ascribed. In regard to the third 
person plural, however, the corruption is not so great. For 
example, in Plato the lighter ending predominates in the 
manuscripts, there being perhaps no example of the heavier 
suffix undisputed. 

Attention was first drawn to the question of the pluperfect 
endings by a scholar who occupies a high place in that 
remarkable company of Greek critics who in the last 
century made the name of England respected for acute 
and sensible scholarship. Dawes was always willing to 
accept the lessons which the study of Attic Comedy 
taught, and had the rare good fortune to have many 
of his emendations on Aristophanes confirmed when the 
Ravenna manuscript was subsequently given to the world. 

The common reading in Aristophanes, Nub. 1347, was 
till his time— 

ws ovtos el py To émOLWEY ovK av Iv 

ovTws akddaoTos. 
Dawes showed that the pluperfect, equivalent in sense to 
an imperfect, was required by the context, and altered the 
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unmeaning wézoev to rer lOc, i.e. evemolOev. ‘ At enim 
dicet non nemo,’ he goes on, ‘ quid sibi vult prima singularis, 
cum otros tertiam postulet? Age igitur, attento paulisper 
fac sis animo. 

“Dum veteres avias tibi de pulmone revellam.” 
Itaque tandem dicas temporis praeteriti perfecti termina- 
tionem Atticam -ew non jam primae singularis, uti omnes 
didicimus, sed tertiae; primae vero alteram istam -y esse 
propriam. Id quod ex poetarum Atticorum scriptis ad 
examen revocatis fidenter assevero. Solutae autem orationis 
scriptores nihil moror. Nam in his quidem grammaticorum 
recentiorum insomnia constanter conspicienda sese exhibent. 
Immo in poetis etiam non raro, sed nusquam nisi ubi veram 
scripturam versus recipiat.’ 

Dawes’ emendation ’remoi@ew was afterwards confirmed 
by the Ravenna. Dawes further proved that the copyists 
sometimes actually changed the genuine -y of the first 
person into the late -ew, not only in violation of the laws of 
metre, but with a total disregard of common sense. In~™ 
Aristoph. Av. 511— 

TouTl Tolvuy ovk 75) *yd° Kal dita w ea Pave Oadpa, 
noe “ys was read in most manuscripts and by all editors, 
till Kuster restored 767 from the Vatican—a reading sub- 
sequently confirmed by the Ravenna. There could hardly 
be more convincing proof of the futility of trusting manu- 
scripts on this question. A further argument he based upon 
the fact that -y is the natural contraction from the Ionic -ea, 
and -eu(v) from the Ionic -ee(v), and he demonstrated that the 
genuine third-person ending -eww was occasionally preserved 
because the copyists mistook it for the first person. This 
is the case in Vesp. 635— 

ovK, GAN épnyas BO odros padlws tpvyhjoe" 


n WS 
KaA@S yap 7jOEw ws eyo Tatty KpdtioTds e€ipl. 


The second line might just be translated as ‘me ¢amen noram 
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quid hic valerem,’ instead of the true, ‘ Probe exzm norat me 
hac arte plurimum valere.’ To the same mistake is due the 
preservation of the ancient form in Pax 1182— 


TO 6€ citi’ ovK edvyT’ Ov yap ToewW eLLdr, 
and a slight alteration of os for és enabled the transcribers 
to retain 7dew in Vesp. 558— 


Os ew ovd av COv7 dev, Ef fui) Ova TY TpoTepay amdpevéuw. 


In fact, passages in which it was just possible to make sense 
by translating the third person by the first escaped violation. 
All others were altered, but altered as a rule in a way so 
puerile as not to disguise the primitive reading. Two 
instances of this—Nub. 1347, and Av. 511—have already 
been described as corrected by Dawes, and another, Av. 


1298, was similarly emended by him— 
OptvE exadeiro, Kal yap nKEw opTvyt 


No manuscript has the genuine jew. They read jjxev, 
nkev, kev. Even the Ravenna has eixey, as if eikw could 
represent €ovxa, and eixev or Kev stand for the Ionic éxeuv. 
All the best editors have now adopted the emendation of 
Dawes. Photius supports jjxew by the testimony of some 
unnamed critic. Once between jjia and jjicpev occurs, jikew* 
dpo.os Wv: and again after jew comes, "Hxew, To eaxeuv 
éml tplrov mpood7ov. otTws Apistopavys. The two glosses 
taken together prove the truth of the emendation of 
Dawes. The v édedxvorixoy after the diphthong -e. was a 
constant stumblingblock to the scribes. In Aristophanes, 
Plut. 696, a few manuscripts read correctly— 


c s A cn > / Ig / 
A. 6 6€ Beds vpiv ov Tpoone; B. ovdeTa 


but even the Ravenna changes zpooyeww into mpooje: y’, the 
ye possessing no meaning whatever. 

How little faith can be put in manuscript authority in 
cases of this kind is proved by nothing so much as the 
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mistakes made by scribes in reproducing the glosses of 
ancient critics. In regard to this very question under dis- 
cussion, a Greek grammarian (Bekk. Anecd. p. 422. 4) has 
the excellent note: "Améppwyev’ otk améppynxtau’ Kat ameppoyet 
kal ov TO v dteppdyew TO Tpltov Tpdcwroyv (quoting the end 
of an iambic)— 
KaT ameppoyew 6 Tovs" 

but the transcribers have made him say, ameppdyn kal ov 
TO Vv aTEppdynv. 

As in Aristophanes the late form of the first person led 
to an elisional absurdity like 7dew yd, so the inability of 
the copyists to understand the classical jjéew of the third 
person occasioned an eloquent hiatus in Euripides, Ion 
1187— 


>y\ > »¥ as AM oes D 
Kovdels Tad 7deu’ ev xeEpoty exovTi 6é, 


where Porson restored 7jéew. These two instances would in 
themselves be sufficient to warrant us in affirming that the 
first person of the pluperfect active ended in Attic in -y, and 
the third before a vowel affixed v; but even in prose good 
manuscripts occasionally preserve the true forms, and there 
is no lack of other evidence fully as convincing. 
Thus in Homer the first person singular of the pluperfect 
ended in -ea,and the third in -ee(v) or -e(v) :— 
ev rou pev ey@ brep@ mod) hevyewev jueas 
Hvadyea, Tol O€ peya vyTLOL oOvK eTlOorTO. 
Od. 9. 43. 
tov 6 ay jveyea avTyy dddv nynoacba. 
Id. 10. 263. 
Ilefpasov 5€ ply Avsyea mpotl otkov ayovra. 
Td Saz7eas ee 
avTap éralpous 
Tpeis dyov ola pddvota wenoiben acav em lOvv. 
Id. 4. 433. 
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GAN €v TpeToLTW diw 
éupevar, opp 73n Te wenoiWea Yepol T eujow. 
Id. 8. 180. 
és & aitws kal xeivo iddy éreOqrea Ovo. 
Id. 6. 166. 
And for the third person, those passages only being quoted 
in which a vowel follows the pluperfect :— 
TAnmereuos 6 dpa pnpov apiorepov eyxei paxpo 
BeBAjxew, aixyr b€ duecovTO paiewoa. 


Il. 5. 660. 
Kal d€ TOO ivwyew elmeivy Eros al kK eO€XAnTE. 
Id. 7. 394. 
detEar 8 jvdyew © TEvOepe Opp a7ddouTO. 
Id. 6, 170. 
oTnOos BeBXyjxew t7ep avTvyos, ayxoOe deipys. 
Id. 14. 412. 
éotnxew ws tis Te A€wy TeEpl olow TEKETOLD. 
WG WG aay 
c , ot > a > ¢ id / a 
éomyKxew’ avtod yap tajpite aldysa yvia. 
Id. 23. 691. 
TOV viv o Aveyew aToTEUTEMEV TTL TAXLOTA. 
Od. 5. 112. 
e006 Sedermvyjke, 6 6 emaveTo Delos dao.dds. 
Id, 17. 359. 
BeBdyxew, GAAos 6€ OUpny TUKWds apapviay. 
Id. 22. 275. 


ovd€ Tis GAAos 
noeev ovTe OeGv ovte OvynTGv dvOpeTwr. 
Il. 18. 404. 


Tyrépaxos & dpa piv mddat deer Evdov €dvta, 
Od. 23. 29. 

Now the first-person ending -ea became in Attic -n by the 
ordinary rule of contraction, just as -jes, which in Homer is 
the nominative plural ending of substantives in -evs, became 
in Attic -y7s— 


oKNTTODXOL BaciAijes* emEcoEVovTO b€ daol. 
Il, 2, 86. 
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ot & aud’ ’Arpelwva droTpepées Bacrdijes. 
I . 445. 
neCol @ innnjés re’ Todds 8 opupaydds dp@pet. 
Od. 24. 70. 
Yet even here the -ijs is often corrupted to -e1s, as the -y 
of the pluperfect to -ewv. But the manuscripts of Thucydides, 
Plato, Aristophanes, and the Orators, though often ex- 
hibiting forms in -es, yet preserve the old -js sufficiently 
often to prove that it was the only form known to Attic of 
the best age. In fact -evs is as depraved for the nominative ' 
as it is for the accusative, and in the case of the accusative 
the verdict of verse in favour of -éds is final. 
Eustathius is very clear on the question of the Attic form 
of the first person pluperfect active. His words are (1946. 
22): Llapadidwou yap “Hpaxdeiins bre ’Atrixol tovs Tovovrous 


ig AS +) as > fe n ” / \ 
UTEPTVITEALKOUS EV THO ITA LOVY TEpaTOvoW, On AEyovTES Kal 


1 ‘Non funditus interiit Attica forma in Codd. nostris. Bodleianus yov7s et 
Baoidjjs servavit in Sympos. p. 178 B et id.196C. In libris de Rep. Parisinus A. 
fol. 19 v. xaAnifjs, 58 v. Baoir7js, 83 r. yovtjs, 110 r. dpouqs, dederat, quae omnia 
corrector depravavit. Intactum mansit fol. 61 v. Gomep ypapjs, sed prima 
manus fol. 41 v. of Bpaets scripsit et 62 v. ofoy of ypapets ne unquam librariis 
certa fides haberi possit.’ Cobet, in Mnem, N.S. V. 19. 

The rarer the noun the more likely is the old ending to be retained. Thus 
in Arist. Plut. 807, all the best MSS. have aupopjs, and of his two Plays the 
one is more commonly entitled ‘Immeés, the other "Axaprjs. 

As to the accusative, imméds occurs six times in Aristophanes, Nub. 120, 554, 
Eq. 610, Ach. 7, Lys. 676, Ran. 653. So “Axapvéas, Ach. 177, 200, 203, 222. 
But in late Middle and New Comedy, as also in Euripides, sometimes -eds, and 
even in the singular -d, but never -es. Antiphanes, Stob. Flor. 79. 7— 

mpos Tovs EavTod yoveds ovK EoTW KaKkds. 
Alexis, Athen. 11. 473 D— 

KavOapoyv, KaTagTpéepovTa, TAnaiov Se Kepevov 

oTpwpared Kal yUAtoy avTov. 
On the other hand, forms like iy@vas are certainly un-Attic, and must be 
replaced by ix@ds, etc. Theocritus even uses ixéta and éppva for tydvv and 
é¢pvv, but Theocritus uses iéjow= dopa, and pabedpar=padjoopa ! 

Wecklein (Curae Epigraphicae, pp. 19-21) states the evidence of Inscriptions. 
The nom. pl. of nouns in -evs ended invariably in -7s up to Ol. 100 (376 B.c.). 
From that date till Ol. 113 (about 325 B.c.) -As was still the commoner form, 
but -es had begun to be used. After 325 B.c. -ers prevailed. 

According to Herwerden (Lapidum de Dialecto Attica Testimonia, p. 49), 
the earliest examples of -es for the accusative -eas occur in Inscriptions of a 
date just before the close of the fourth century B,c., 307-300. 
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€vevonkn Kal emeTounKn’ Kal ottw gdyol Ilavairios exew ras 
ypapas mapa IAdrwr, Kal Oovvdidns S€ Kéxpytat TO ToLovTw 
*Arrixo Oe. The best manuscripts of Plato use both forms, 
but the better the manuscript is acknowledged to be, the 
more frequently do the forms in -n occur in its pages. 
Moreover, in a genuine form like dmwAéAn, -ew is often 
written over the -7, as in Apol. 31 D, 36 A, etc. In Plato, 
Rep. 337 A, kai roir eye 76 Te Kal TovToLs TpovAeyor, the 
76n has escaped from being mistaken for the adverb. 

The following passages of Photius are probably the 
authoritative dicta of Aelius Dionysius: ‘Ewpaxn 1} ro mpérov 
Tpocwnov, ws emeTOvOn' Kal emeroujKn! Kal 7671 TO 7OdELW. 
TlAdtwy rots tovovTois xpytar oxnpaticpois. Again: Kal ro 
70n avTt Tod HOE Kal TO eneTOVON duTL TOD émEeTOVOeLY. 

Aristophanes uses the first person of the pluperfect five 
times, and in every case except one the form in -y has 
manuscript authority:— 

ére 6) KEXIVN TpocdoKOv Tov AloyxvAov. 


Arist. Ach. fo. 
MSS. kex7v7- 
nknkon yap os "AOnvaiot wore. 
Vesp. 8or. 
Some MSS. nxynxdew. Ravenna 7xnkon. 


Toutl Toivuy ovk 70n "y® KTE. 
Ay. 511. 
Some MSS. jjéew ’yé. Rav. and Vat. 76n ’yd. 
eyo 6€ y tas TpocdoKGo’ eypnyépn. 
Eccl. 32. 
MSS. éypnydpew and éypnyépovy. Porsonus emendavit. 


dewvov pevtor emeTOvOn. 
Eccl. 650. 


MSS. érezov0ew. Rav. and Suidas émemdv0n. 

Here it will be observed that, except in the case of Av. 511, 
the metre affords no assistance. The point is proved by the 
weight of the documentary evidence. 


‘ Even here the transcribers actually write -« for -7 all the four times. 
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The metrical evidence of Tragedy is even less than that 
of Comedy, there being in no tragic Poet a single instance 
of the first person preceding a vowel. But the verdict of 
the manuscripts is plain enough in the case of the frequently 
occurring past of oida. 

Of the two forms 7/6n and 7jdew the former is found in— 

ov ydp th o 10n pOpa povjcovT, ene. 
Soph. O. R. 433. 
Laurentian A has 76e. with v written above. 


ion 8 SOovver Gvdpa Kal matpoxTdvoy. 
Id. O. C. 944. 
All MSS. 75n, although three lines infra all read fvvjdew 
for €vv7dn. 
70n Kad@s Kal o exTos avrciwy TVAGD. 
Id. Ant. 18. 
Laurentian A has 7jéew, but that the Scholiast read 76 is 
plain from his gloss, dvrl rod 75a. 
ot ’y@ tddava’ Todr exeiy 7dn cades. 
Gk JH, wu, 
The MSS. have 7/67, the true form being preserved by being 
mistaken for the adverb. 
non © amoppipovoay annyyehAounp. 
Id, 1018. 
Laurentian B indicates the original reading by 7énv. Other 
MSS. have 7éeu. 
70) T40* ovdey pavTews Cher Ppacat. 


Eur. Rhes. 952. 
One MSS. 7/6n, others 7jéeuw. 


\ nh eed ” a 
TO 6 Epyov 70n Tijv vocov TE dvoKAEd. 


2 Id. Hipp. 434. 
MSS. 76n, 7/6n, and 7joew. 


On the other hand, 7éew without variant is met with in 
the following passages :— . 
joew te & ovK éueddAov; eudavy yap Tv. 
Soph, Ant. 448. 
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@s ovK ap oew TOV euay ovdev Kakav. 
Id. El. 1185. 
eyo Evvjdev xOdviov dvl ds ovK €G. 
Id. O. C. 748. 


/ X ” b) vy a , 
maha. pev noel o OvTa ToLotToy pvcet. 
Eur. Cycl. 649. 


mapeixov' noew 8 awe Xphv viKav woo. 
Id. Tro. 655. 
There is no question that 75 must be everywhere restored. 
In regard to the second person, the evidence is by no 
means so complete as that which establishes the true ending 
of the first and third persons. As a matter of fact, however, 
no evidence is required ; for if the original endings were 
respectively -ea, -eas, -ee(v), and it is proved that -ea became 
-n, and -ee(v), -e(v), then -eas must have been represented 
in Attic by -ns. The frequently recurring past of oféa, 
which naturally occurs more often than a true pluperfect, 
is of some service in deciding the genuine ending of the 
second person, although it has retained the old suffix 
-Oa, 70no0a. The mere fact of its being 7jéy0-0a, and not 
noev-Oa, is good evidence for -ns in ordinary pluperfects. 
To return to the dictum of Phrynichus on the third 
person plural. On that point the authority of Aristophanes 
is decisive, and whenever the form with a long penultimate 
syllable is encountered in Prose it should be replaced by 
the lighter ending :— 
tov IlAodroy nord ovto Kat THY vbxO Gdnv 
_ eypnydperav ews breAapyev tpepa. 
Arist. Plut. 743. 
ol 8 dvexpdérnoav Kal mpos ew exexrjvecav. 
Id. Eq. 648. 
exekpdyeody Te TOUS TpLTavers Areva. 
Ib. 674. 
In Thucydides, 4. 27, éded0/keoav is supported by the manu- 
scripts, as it is Xenophon, Anab. 3. 5. 18. In Anab. 4. 6. 


22 éypnydpecav was restored by Porson, and is now the 
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accepted reading for éypnyépnoav. The latter, from the late 
present ypnyop6, is a debased aorist form and no pluperfect. 
(See supra p. 200.) 

The other persons had also a short penultimate, and if 
Avw is taken as a typical verb, the Attic inflexions of the 
pluperfect are these— 


eAeAUKN €heAUKEpev 
ehedvkns eh eAVKETOV €heAVKETE 
eAedvKet(v) €NeAVKETHY eAcAUKET aL. 


The plural of 757 is in Attic ijopev, Hore, joav, but in Euri- 
pides, Bacch. 1345, an older form has survived— 

OW eud0e ipas, Ore 8 expny, ovK 7dETE 
as in Sophocles, O. R. 1232— 

Nelmer wey ovd & mpdcbev OEuev! TO pr Ov KTE. 
The line of the Lysistrata (1098)— 

® [loAvxapetiav dewa xa ret OvOepes, 
though the words are Laconian, furnishes important con- 
firmatory evidence. 

In fact, it is impossible, on philological grounds, to account 
for the long penultimate in Attic. By rejecting it, forms 
like joper, ijore, Hyer, Te, are satisfactorily accounted for ; 
and in two out of the three cases in which the plural of the 
pluperfect occurs in verse, a short penultimate syllable is 
demanded by the metre. 


CX XVI 





O puroc Epetc, ob TO pbrtoc, 





The masculine gender is proved by Aristophanes— 


cs b) / 
Tods pUTOUsS dvacTacat, 
Lys. 1200. 


and read in all other passages of Attic writers. ‘‘O puzos 


* MSS. 7éeuev. Elmsley emend, 
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Atticum esse Aristophanis et Alexidis, Athen. 4. 161 D, 
testimoniis constat, eoque genere etiam vulgo usi viden- 
tur. Lobeck. 

Of much more importance than the gender of the sub- 
stantive is the meaning of the verb connected with it. If 
pirtw is really akin to pvzos, then its signification is ano- 
malous in the extreme. In the lines at the beginning of the 
Acharnians— 

GAN ovdemadmor €€ GTov ye piTTopaL, 

otUTws ed7xOnv bro Kovias Tas ddpis, 

@s vor, 
the sense of become dirty is as agreeable to the con- 
text as wash myself, and recalls a well-known passage of 
Sterne’s unholy wit; but the meaning wash is demanded 
in Aristotle, Meteor. 2. 3. 359°22, pure Ta ivaria, and 
Theophrastus, H. Pl. 9. 9. 3, tpvé 7) pumropeda. If it is said 
that, as from un-Attic writers, these passages are not of 
authority, and if the meaning of the word is, from the 
evidently corrupt state of the text, little helped by the 


lines of Antiphanes— 
EpXeTal, 


petepxeO atirn, mpooepxeT, ov meTepxeTat, 

HjKEl, TApPEOTL, PUTTETAL, TPOTEpXETAL, 

opnra, kTevicer, exBeBnke, tpi Bera, 

odrat, cKoTeiTat, oréAAeTaL, puplCerat, 

Koopeir, ddelper’, av & exn Te andyxeTat' 
nevertheless Plato has the adjective pumrixds, in the sense 
of cleansing, in Tim. 65 D, ra 6% rovrwy re puTTiKa Kal Tay 
TO Tepl THY yA@TTay anomAvvovTa KTe., just as Plutarch, in 
Symp. 697 A, kai xaraxav0évtos 4 Téppa puttiKwtdrny Ta0- 
éxet xdvw, and Aristotle, de Sensibus, 5. 443 °1, mAuvtiKoy 7) 
pumtixoy éyxvpov Enpdrntos. 

If the substantive and the verb are related, then there is 
no reason why the derivation of ducus from /uceo should be 
treated with ridicule and contempt. 
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CXXVOE 





"Anrelv épeic, ovK GA Gelv, Kal FiAeL, OUK HAHBGey, 


GAovca, ovyt S€ GAHBOUGa. 





v , > \ ! ree Ne 5) a 
Avew Te tivov0 womeEpel Kaxpus yuvatk adovoar. 
Ar. Nub. 1358. 


e \ “4 a4 v XX 7 
eita Tpos TovTOLoWW HAOvY OpOpLaL Ta oLTLa, 
Pherecr. (Athen. vi. 263 B). 


For the perfect and aorist passive of this verb see p. 98 ; 
and for late forms similar to a\7@m see pp. 134, 155, 157- 


CXR 








Mé6ucoc Gvrip odk Epeic, GAAG pEBUGTIKdC* ruVvaiKa dé 


Epeic UEBUGOV Kal MEOUGHVY, 





Grammarians are in accord upon this point. Pollux, 6. 25, 
remarks that Menander first used péOvcos of a man: MeOv- 
OTLKOs, 7) yuvn b& peO¥on, Kal peOvoTpia Tapa OcoTméuT® TO 
Kopiko. 6 yap pédvoos én dvdpdv Mevavipo be6dc0m. It will 
be observed that there is some difference of meaning 
between peOvorixds and pédvcos, the former denoting a 
habit, the latter not necessarily so. ‘ The man is a drunkard, 
and his wife tipples, 6 pév dvip peOvotikds eat, 7 S€ yuri) 
peddon. The usage probably originated from some ethical 
cause. 


COGS 





“Huny, el Kai ebpiokeTat Tapa ToOIC apyatotc, OUK 


2 2. > > > ’ 
Epetc, GAN “v Efo, 





That Phrynichus should allow the possibility of juny in 
Classical Greek is even more surprising than his uncertainty 
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about 7s and 7jc8a. In two passages of Sophocles jjynv was 
once read— 

€y® yap juny exmemAnypern poo. 

Trach. 24. 
6 7 exOpds nuiv és toodvd’ éxOpavtéos. 
Aj. 679. 

In the former jjpnv has been restored from a correction in the 
Laurentian, and from the Scholium, juny, dacéws, tva ovvddn 
TO— AAN Goris Hv OaxGv arapBrs Tis O€as,—el bE Wis, avTi Tod 
iénjpxov. The corruption arose at a date when such construc- 
tions as N. T. Ep. ad Gal. 1. 22 became common, juny 6€ 
ayvoovpevos TO TpoTsTw Tals éxxAnolats Tis “lovdaias. In the 
Ajax all the manuscripts exhibit 7juyv as well as Suidas sub 
voc. #pnv, but jpytv was restored by Bentley from Suidas sub 
voc. dnua, and is now the acknowledged reading. In Eur. 
Hel. 930— 

k\vovtes, elavoorvTes, ws TEXVaLs De@v 

@dovT eye b€ wpoddtis ovK ap jv Pidrwvr" 
jynv was substituted for dp’ 7v from the Etym. Magn. on 
the authority of George Choeroboscus, the Grammarian, 
whose vagaries it has already been necessary to reprehend. 
“Ap av has excellent manuscript authority, and must be 
retained. Considering the way in which 7jpyv originated in 
these three places, no one will hesitate unreservedly to alter 
it in the two passages in which it is found in Prose. In 
Lysias, 111. 16, érowyos ijynv should become €rowos etnv, and 
even Xenophon, Cyr. 6. 1. 9, cannot have employed such a 
form. It is one of those words to which false analogy gave 
birth in late times, and though 7jo0a itself made room for jjs, 
it bore 7jpnv in time to receive its dying breath. 

That Nauck should conjecture jynv in Eur. Tro, 474 is 
another instance of his ignorance of the science of Greek 
forms, and his unreasonable dependence on Choeroboscus, 
who, if possible, is more ignorant than himself. The manu- 
scripts present the passage as follows— 

R 
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we 
a oS 
nw 


jer tvpavvor Kels Tépary éynpaynr, 

Kavrabd apiotevovT eyewdapny TéKva. 
Now the jer r’pavvor is simply a corruption of 7 ev répavvos, 
caused by the misunderstanding of 7), the genuine Attic form 
of the first person singular imperfect of the substantive 
verb. The Grammarian Porphyrius, in a scholium to Od. 
8. 186, which appears also in one codex in Il. 5. 533, dis- 
tinctly states that in his time 77 had completely superseded 
i: To qv éemimoAder viv, Tov 6€’ArTiKGy ot fev apxator povo- 
ypdpparov avto Tpoepépovto’ and again: To povoovAAaBov Tay 
’Artix@v éote Tapa Kparive ev Wutivy— 

\ ey 5) / , > fa) ’ by ee? 

yuvn 6 €xelvov. TpoTEpoy 1), viv 6 ovUKETL 
Kal mapa Sopoxdet ev tH Nid Bn— 

7 yop pin “yo TOvde Tod TpopepTEpor: 
kal év Oidimobd. Tupdrve — 

7} OotAOS OK @VITOS, GAN oiKor Tpadeis* 
kat Tapa HAdtw To Ptdocdpo «i pev yap eyo Er év Suvaper 
7 TO padiws (wopeverOar els TO dotv) The last passage is from 
Rep. 328 C. Even in the text of the scholium itself the 
copyists have substituted jv for 7) in the passages adduced 
to prove the latter form. 

In Soph. O. C. 973 and 1366 7 is found in L., but in 
1366 v has been added by a late hand. The j in Trach. 
564— 

f 2d > ¥ ¢€ y Abd? | > i , 

Pepwv ET POLS, NVLK NY METH TOPY, 
may, as Cobet suggests, be no more than a misreading of 
7 °v péow Tp. In Aesch. Cho. 523— 

010, @ TEKVOL, Tapi) yap’ ex OvELpaTwD, 
the true reading was restored by Porson from its lurking- 
place—the manuscript reading mdper. Neither in Sophocles 
nor in Aeschylus is there any line where jv is required by 
the metre, but in Euripides and Aristophanes the case is 


——— 
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different. On this point Elmsley’s opinion was that jv in 
Euripides was a corruption, and in Aristophanes, as occurring 
only in his last play, was to be explained as a growth, or 
rather decay, of Attic. Soph. O. R. p. 12, ‘7 pro jv, eram, 
quater reposui. “Hy aliquoties ante vocalem legitur apud 
Euripidem, ut in Hipp. 1012, Alc. 655, I. A. 944, Ion 280. 
Quamquam haec omnia corrupta esse suspicor. Sic etiam 
ter Aristophanes, sed in Pluto, novissima omnium fabula, 
29, 695, 822. Nihil tale apud Sophoclem reperitur. As a 
matter of fact, Euripides in this, as in many other cases, 
allowed himself a licence of which neither Aeschylus nor 
Sophocles would have availed themselves, and introduced 
into the dignified company of yeyds, dduap, Té€w, EXedoopat, 
etc. a modern form, which even Aristophanes for long eyed 
askance. That any Attic poet or prose writer ever used jv 
before a consonant is subject to grave doubt, and probably 
in prose the biliteral form was unknown even before a 
vowel. With regard to Aristophanes, the facts are these. 
In no case is 7) required by the metre, but in many it is read 
by the best manuscripts, and in others the scholia prove 
that it was known in the texts to which they were appended. 
The Ravenna reads 7 in Plut. 77, Vesp. 1091, Eq. 1339, Lys. 
645, but in Av. 1363 it has jv, although the Scholiast anno- 
tates 7 dvti tod iw ’AttiKGs. On the other hand, jv is 
demanded by the metre in Pl. 29, 695, 822. 

In Plato, Cratylus 396 D, the Bodleian has ovr, but v 
written at the side. This is simply an indication of what 
has happened in every case. The Attic form became un- 
intelligible to late Greeks, and was either changed at once 
or explained in the margin, as in this passage of Plato. In 
Phaed. 61 B, kai adros ov« 7 pvOoAoyixds, even Stallbaum has 
been forced to admit the genuine form. 

It is worth quoting the scholium on Ar. Plut. 77— 

Aéyew & kpbarew 1 Taperkevacpévos, 


if only to show the strange mixture of truth and error 


R 2 
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which was the learning of most of the scholars through 
whose hands the present texts of Classical authors came and 
suffered ; with all its absurdity, it contains an attempt to 
appreciate the philological argument for 7, which is of some 
value: Td 7 dvev Tod v avtl Tob Hpnv' ot yap ?AtTiKol TO Hv 

Nie A veRras SEONG 5 4 oe b) X nn Saas Nee / fe 
Kal UTHPXOV Ey@ 7) Pacly* OVTHS ATO TOU ElpAL TO VTAGPXW YLVETAL 
€ \ 9s x s ¢ eS) \ a yy iad \ 
6 mapatarikds civ bia dipOdyyou os Kal ao TOU Eldnut NOELY Kal 
diadvoer “lwviki Ths ec dupOdyyou eis € Kat a ypadeTat Ea, ws Kal 
5 idea Kal Td TWetor Teacw, f} Xphows d& wap’ “Opnp as TO— 
TO 1) €a KAL TO TLUELOL TLUECAOLY, 1) Xpyots Tap 7p¢ 

2) S 5 \ a 4 
ov yap aeéevnvos ea‘ 

> la \ \ > Se ES. / < Aes: a Wb 

ITA KIPVOYTES TO EKaL a Els 7), 7) Paoiy; ws Kat evTavOa kal ev 


a [Wakes Crs. 
Tois E€ns ebpyoess. 


CXXXE 








"OQidukev, @koddUHKeV Od TOO w Gptata Epeic, GAN 


> ‘ fal ” > , 
ov dta TOO Ot, OLOHKEV, O1KOOOMHKEY. 





A general rule must be elicited from these examples. 
Manuscript authority is naturally of little value on sucha 
question, and is not to be regarded. On the other hand, 
stone records are of signal importance, and serve to establish 
on a sound footing the augmentation in imperfect, aorist, 
and perfect of Attic verbs which begin in a diphthong. It 
is true that they undermine any faith in manuscripts with 
which the inquirer may have started; but to the serious 
scholar little is lost thereby, and with pleasure he draws his 
pen through the elaborated records of what are really 
manuscript corruptions. 

One general principle of great importance is clearly 
demonstrated by stone records, namely, that verbs be- 
ginning with diphthongs were in the best age of Attic 
subject to the same laws of augmentation as verbs be- 


ginning with a simple vowel. Thus, ntpicxov, nipov, ntpyxa, 
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nvxopnv, dyna, yKaCor, Kava, must be restored to the 
Tragic poets, to the writers of the Old and Early Middle 
Comedy, to Thucydides, Plato, Antiphon, Andocides, 
Lysias, Isocrates, and Isaeus; but for Dinarchus, Ae- 
schines, and Demosthenes, there is no rule possible. It 
is true that, up to the archonship of Euclides, the letter E 
represented the two sounds of 7 and e¢, and accordingly till 
that date the augmentation is not wszb/e ; but the inscrip- 
tions written in the enlarged alphabet prove that, till the 
middle of the fourth century B.C., ed- by augmentation 
became 7v-, and ei- became 7-, and by parallelism at- and 
oi- would become 7v- and g- respectively. 

This rule, however, is subject to one limitation, which 
must not be disregarded. It is true in regard to e- and oi- 
only when these syllables immediately precede a consonant; 
when they are followed by a vowel, that vowel and not the 
initial diphthong receives the augment. Thus, nidaiycvovr, 
nvookiwovy, nvodEovy, nvOapaovy, nvOvpovr, nraBovpny, nodvo- 
povpnv, nipicxov, nvoéBovr, nippawov, nrxounv, etc., but 
einyyeArCouny, ev’npyérovy, evwdéOnv, eddpxovv. When the 
vowel succeeding the «i- is already long by nature, the 
verb has no augment, evedrovy, einOiCounr, ebnpépovr, 
evoxnOnv. Similarly with oi-, odnoa, Sxelovy, Oxovy, OKuCor, 
@Kodopovrv, @Kovpovy, w@KTELpoY, @pwlor, wvdpiCoy, @aTpoUD, 
oxopnv, but olwzedovv, while olwriCounv, oldkxiCov, olwvo- 
oxorovy, remain unaugmented. Accordingly, Dindorf is 
wrong in reading niwxnpevos in Aristophanes (Lys. 1224, 
Vesp. 1305), and Porson in changing oldxootpépovv (Aesch. 
Pers. 767) to waxoorpddouv. 


CASAL, 





*Avistato Aére Kai pH HviotaTo, 


The form jvicraro is due to the principle which in 
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= 


pp. 81 ff. has been proved to have been active even in 
Attic of the best days. 


CXX XI. 








> \ 


Bpd@poc’ mavu etHta, ef yp Aéretv emi Thc dv6e- 
diac. méypt ovv evpiokeTat er ducMdlac ayaptv GoUHY AEE 


Gcrep ol kapwmdorrorol 





In our existing texts Bpdpos certainly does not occur till 
late. When necessary, dop7 was defined by an adjective, 


generally xad1 or Kaki). 


CXX XIN: 





“Hpakdéa, Teptkdéa, OeuiatoKrea ErreKTeiv@v THY EGXd- 
THY Aére, GAAG pH “HpakAriv Kai TepikAfiv kat Oeuto- 


TOKAHV, 





‘Nominum in -«Ajs genitivus in -cA€ov et accusativus in 
-kAjv maxime recens est, nec fortasse ante Ol. 123 referen- 
dus.’ Wecklein, Cur. Epigr. p. 23. 


COX 





? Ul c , , t tT 
Avéwrev H 8Upa GoAOLKtoMOc, YpH rap Aeretv AvEw@KTAL. 





CX XVE 





\ — a > cal > ta , ied 
Atepeopoc Ola’ THY AUABWV TLVEC L\aTPwv A€PGUGLV OUTO, 
SOAOLKIZOVTEC, O€ov A€retv Ste~Oapuevov aiua, TO rap Sté- 


POope, dLEpoetpev. 





In the manuscripts the second of these articles follows 
that on iepdOvrov (138 infr.). 
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-_ 


Veitch makes a signal mistake in quoting avedye: as 
a pluperfect active from Pherecrates. That writer used 
dvéwye, the only form of the imperfect known to Attic 
(see p. 85 supra). For the perfect and pluperfect ave@yxa 
and jveeyn were alone used. 

In the intransitive sense, here reprehended by Phry- 
nichus, Veitch quotes the word from Hippocr. 7. 558 (Lit.) ; 
Aristaen. 2. 22; Plut. Mor. 693; Luc. Gall. 30, D. Mort. 4.1; 
Herodn. 4. 2. 7; Polyaen. 2. 28, adding the sentence, ‘ which 
earlier Attic (sic) writers seem to have avoided, and used 
avéwypat instead : Dinarchus, the Orator, is said in Cramer’s 
Anecd. 1. 52 to have been the only exception.’ The writers 
first named are not generally regarded as Attic, and even 
Dinarchus could hardly have employed avéwya intransitively, 
although his Attic was far from pure. 

Besides dvewydres 6pOadpot in Gall. 30, and rod cxagidiov 
Ta avewyora in D. Mort. 4. 1, Lucian also used dvewyvia 
nadatotpa in Navig. 4, although in De Soloecismo, 8, he ridi- 
cules this departure from the rules of Attic. 

In De Soloec. 3 it is doubtful whether or not Lucian is of 
malice prepense using d.€p9opa as a neuter; but in Plutarch, 
Josephus, Heliodorus, and other late writers, it has always 
that sense. If ppévas 7jAcds did not occur in other passages 
of Homer, as— 


Mévrop araprnpe, ppévas 7Aeé, Toloy Eeizes, 
Od. 2. 243. 


it would be tempting to separate the two words in— 


pawopeve, ppevas HAE, bvepOopas* 7 vd Tou avTws 
ovat dkoveywev ett, voos 6 amddAwd€ Kal aldds, 
Drs) 045.0" 
but there can be no question that the perfect is there 
neuter, as also in Hippocr. de Morb. Mul. 2. 23, aiwa dved- 
Oopds, and id. 2. 5, yuvatkt brepOopvin. 


In Attic, however, 61ép0opa had the same signification as 
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dv€pOapxa—the latter occurring in Plato, Apol. 33 C, Legg. 
636 B; Lysias, 93. 15; Aeschin. 22. 38 ; Demosth. 1109. 21; 
Eur. Med. 226; the former in Soph. El. 306; Eur. Hipp. 
1014, I. T. 719, Med. 349; Cratin.2.226; Pherecr. 2. 327; 
AMistoph, 2. L149, 1173, etc. 


OOO Te 





Oi Fipwe ob A€rousiv, GAN ot fipwec TpiovAAdBwc eri dé 
THC QiTlaTIKAC, SiGVAAGBwc TovC Hipwe. dma& Biaceeic 
‘Aptoropavuc tro t0b METPOU OL Fipac eime. TH O HvarKao- 


MEV OU YPHoTEoy, 


— 





The passage of Aristophanes is probably that referred to 
by Choeroboscus (Bekk. An. 3. 1197), who quotes from 
Herodian a remark similar to this of, Phrynichus: Evpyrat 
Kata kpaow Tapa Apiotoddver év "Opriciv, otov— 

ol yap jpws eyyvs eclow, 
aytt Tod of ijpwes. No such words occur in the Birds, and 
“Hpwow has been proposed for "Opricw. 

On the other hand, there is no question that Aristophanes 
never used jjpwy for jpwa, and the Scholiast on IL. 13. 428 
must be in error: “Hpwv twes ’AtrinOs— 


"AAN els ijpwv Te Tapipapror, 
"Apistoparns. The Attic form was fipw. The dative singular 
was in Attic jjpw, not jpa., Plato, Com. (Ath, 10, 442 A)— 
jpo Keédnre d€ppa wat Ovdrpara. 
In the Agamemnon, 1. 516, Aeschylus employed jjpws as 


accusative plural— 


er \ f > cal / 
Np@S TE TOUS TEpavTas, evpevEts TAALD. 
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CEE VIEE 





“lepo@uTov OK Epeic, GAN apyatac Gedsuroy. 





In the App. Soph. p. 42, Phrynichus has the words, 
Ocdbura (& of TodrXOl iepdOvtTa Kadotior) Kpativos ta tots Ceots 


Ovopeva tepeta. The defaulting term is encountered in— 


amokekAnkapev Sroyevets Oeovs 
/ ‘\ >) X\ lad , 
PNKETL THY EnV Stavepay TOALY, 
/ Je , aa U x v 
pnoe Tw tepoOvtoy ava damedov ay ert 
Tide BpoTav Oeotou. TEeuTEW KaTVOD. 
Ar. Ay. 1263. 
The lines are burlesque, but even so iepddvrov must go with 
kamvov, and not with danecdov, the smoke of victims sacrificed. 
All Phrynichus reprehends is the use of tepd@vros for 
Oeoburos. A late writer said iepa or tepeia tepdOvra, whereas 
the Classical expression was tepa or tepeta Oed0vuTa, sacrifices 
offered to god. 


CXXXTX, 





"Avatotyelv WH Aére GAAG dtaToLyelv, 





‘Convenit Poll. I. 114. In App. p. 34, Phrynichus idem 
sed paulo copiosius dixit : dvaTo.xeiv TO eis Tov ETEpov TotxoV 





THs vews biaBaivery ev TO TAO SrEp ol lbi@TaL avTITOLXELVY 
A€yovow. Sed avtirorxety veriorem esse scripturam exempla 
docent quorum praesidio dyrtiroixetv caret. OQuamquam 
autem neutrum horum verborum, de quibus nostro loco 
disquiritur crebro usu tritum est, tamen, quid veteres pro- 
baverint, non obscurum esse potest. Antiatt. Bekk. p. 89, 
dvarouxety avti Tod dvarorxety EVBovdos Karaxo\Awpévy. Aristid. 
Leuctr. iv. 462 I. I.: cal yy, 76 Tév TAESVTOV, peTaTTPEyaL TPOS 


/ > fal 
Tov eAdtTw, d.atoryodvras del.’ Lobeck. 
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as. 








“Hvuotpov Aére, WH EvucTpov. 





/ 
"Eyo b€ yY ivvarpov Bods Kal Kowdiay velar. 
Ar. Eq. 356. 
\ , 3 , ny \ , 
Kal XxoAtKos qvvaTpov TE Kal yaoTpos TOmOD. 


Id. 1179. 


CX 


——aa 





"EAAUyviov’ Kai TOUTO THY Elok@UaodvTwWY Taic “A@Hvatc, 


OpvaddAtda ovv PHTéov. 





A second article to the same effect—eAdvxviov “Hpddoros 
Kéxpytat, A@nvator 5€ OpvadAida A€yovo.w—appeared near the 
end of the codex used by Nufiez, and is also read in the 
margin near the end of the first Laurentian munuscript in 
still another form—édddvyriov rapa ‘Hpoddt@, of 6& “A@nvaior 
Opvahdfoa. The word entered the Common dialect from 
the Ionic, as it is found in Hdt. 2.62; Hippocr. de Nat. 
Mul. p. 569. 55, de Morb. Mul. 2. 670. 43. 


Cx 





Ovuednv’ TodTo ot péev Apyaior dvi Tod Suctay éTidecav 
c \ an > \ n , > lal , > > aes > \ Ai 
ot d€ viv emt tod TéTOU év Tw BEATPW EM OV QAVAHTAL KA 
KLOapwdo Kal GAAOL Tivec GravigovTat. GU MEVvTOL, EvOa [ev 
kOUwOdol Kal Tparwdol GrwvirovTat, Aoretov épeic. évoa Se 


ol avAHTGal Kat Ot YOpoL, dpyriotpav Kai WH BULEAHY, 





‘©upedy pro orchestra apud veteres non memini me legere 
praeter quod Pratinas, Athen. 14. 617 C, Avovvordda todv- 
mdtaya Ovyehav in hunc sensum dixisse videtur. Saepius 
apud recentiores pro scaena et re scaenica atque musica 
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occurrit, ut Plut. Mor. p. 405 D, tiv dé ris IIvétas havi 
Kat didAextov Gaorep Ex OvpeAns ovK avidvvTov ode ALTIV GAN’ 
év pétpo Kal dyxm... POeyyouerny : Lucian. de Salt. 76 (309), 
émt Tod maxéos b& Kal TYseAods dpxnoTod THdaV peydra TELpw- 
pevov, Acdpcba, pacar, TepeicOat tis OvuéAns.’ Lobeck. He 
also cites from Procopius, tay tis év 6ypéedn TeTOpVErPEvOV = 
mima, from Plutarch, pipors yuvaréi Kat KiOapictais Kat 
Ovpedtkots avOpeézors: from Eunapius, 6 xaxodaiwev toév bvpe- 
AGv xopos=Aistriones ; from Josephus, rots év tH povorky 
diayopevois, Tois Kal Ovpedrkots Kadovpevors: so that there 
was good reason for the caution of Phrynichus. 

The word was, in fact, not Attic at all, being confined to 
Tragedy: Aesch. Supp. 669; Eur. Supp. 64, Rhes. 235. 

Its employment in the sense of the sacred cake is at best 
only doubtful, being dependent upon Hesychius: Ovpédau 
of Bwpol cal Ta GAdita ta e7Ovdpevra: and App. Soph. 42. 
25: Ovpéean Pepexparns ra Ovdrjpara, azep Eotiv ddAduta olvw 


% “3 / / eo o / 
Kal €Aaiw pemaypyeva, ovT@ Kade Ovpedn. 


COLILE. 





Ovelav Aére, UH trod. 








Pollux, 10. 103, rijv 6& Ovelav kai Oveld.ov etmois Gy Kara 
*Aptoropayny év [ldovrw A€éyorta’ Kal tydw be adtny KexAjKact, 
Sddwv te ev Tots ldpBous A€eyor— . 
omevoovor! & of pev tyduw, ot 6€ oirquor, 
ot & 6€0s" 

Kal €tt capéorepov ’Avtiupdavns Kopo7tAddo— 
yivar, mpos avddv 7AOes, dpxnoe. TaAW 


‘ vs 4 
THY lLyoWw 


' Adopting Casaubon’s conjecture for the unintelligible revaid’. 
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v SS > v > / —~ F c ss ve sh y 
éot. pev ody tydis dpxjocews oxtuat 6 6: TaiCav mpos Tovvona 
K@PLKOS emNyaAye— 

Tv Ovelay ayvoets ; 
Tour’ ctw 7 tydus 

Phrynichus is here reprehending robs t7epartixicovtas. 
The old word tyéis meant a@ mortar, and in that sense 
appears in Ionic, Hipp. 635. 34, TptBe év tyde.': and in 
old Attic, as in the passage of Solon cited. In Attic proper, 
however, it was replaced by 6vefa, but retained, as the name 
of a certain dance, in which a pestle-like motion was con- 
veyed to the loins: Etym. Mag. p. 464. 49, €o7re 6& xal 
RD ? / wy >) (ats) / fa x b] \ b) n n 
eldos OpxioEems tyOlopa, ev 7 EAVyLCov THY oop Eeuhepas TO 
OolovKt. 

Unlike many other such terms, tyévs did not find its way 
into the Common dialect in the sense of Ovefa, as is demon- 
strated by a passage of Sextus Empiricus, adv. Gram. p. 
265, TO avto apTopdpioy Kat Tavdpiovy A€yeTal, Kal mdAW TO 

> \ / Nae. /> \ \ A b) XX / 
avTo orapvtoy Kat dlo.ov, kat tyous Kal Ovia. adda oToyaCopevor 

an na YJ \ las \ cal \ 5 Las c A nan 
TOU KaA@S EXOVTOS Kal GaPas Kal TOU py ETLyEAADOHVAL UTO TOV 
dtakovotvTwp juiv Tadaplay Kal lovwTdv, Tavdpioy epodpev Kal 
el BapBapov eotiv, GAN ovK dptodoplda, kal ctapviov, GAN’ ovK 


Gpioa, Kat Oviay paddov 7 tyou. 


CX 








“‘Iotov Aépe, GAAG PH IGTE@v. GUApPTHGEL FAP TG A€fovTt 
OMOLWE KAAGHEDY, ITTEwWY, Avdpewy, S€OV KAAGMO@Y, ITTV, 


KGL TA OMOLA. 





The longer forms came into the Common dialect from 
the Ionic. Of this class Lobeck mentions dvdpdv, yuvarkéy, 
mapbevav, Eevdv, prdrév, kompsv, taadv, olvdv, mOdv. The 


exceptions to the rule of contraction are interesting. 


* Corrige pro MS (yn. 
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Nothing fixes the form of a word so effectually as attach- 
ment to the soil, and in this way the old Ionic forms 
keyxpedv and Bodcév remained unchanged through all 
Attic, the former a Jocative from xéyxpos, a gra, being 
at an early date attached to the place where the grains of 
metal from the mines at Laurium were purified, the latter 
signifying the public dust-heap of the city. Both are ex- 
plained by Harpocration: Keyypedv' Anpoodévns ev tH mpos 
Tlavtatveroy mapaypady, “Kamei neve Tovs oikéTas TOUS e€uovs 
xabéCerOar els Tov KeyypeGva,” avTl Tod Eis TO KaPapLoTypLov, OT0U 
‘\ 3 lal / / / c is / / 
Thy ék Tov peTddAwy Keyxpov b.iEeWrxov ws troonpatver Oco- 
> pe \ lan c , sé ¢€ , 
pactos ev TO TeEpl peTdAdwy: Bodeaves’ 0 TOTOS OTOV 7) KOTpOS 
Badderar Bodewy xadeirar. Nikavdpos, ev y’ Arrixijs diad€xtov: 
“ BodeGvas ert Tov Gypr els ods TA KOTpLa exéeper.” otTw Aei- 
vapxos kat Pidjpov cat Gddot. The former word is better 
explained in the Acéers ‘Pyropixal, p. 271. 23: Keyxpeor 
, > / iv4 / iA 3 / € >) o 
Tonos “AOnvncw otto Kadovpevos, OToV ExabaipeTo 1) apyuptTis 
/ ‘ ” c 3 \ cal 3 / ’ / 
KeyXpOS KL Gppos 7 aTO TMV apyvpElwv dvapepopern. The 
same explanation serves for wepiorepedv, which occurs four 
times in a well-known passage of the Theaetetus, 197 C, D, 
198 B, 200 B. The dove-cote was a familiar appendage of 
the Greek household, and at Athens retained the old form of 
its name when words less domesticated underwent change. 


CEN, 





AbtavAnc pr Aére, GAAG WiAdc avAHTHC ETTEl Kal 


ETEPOC KUKALOC QUAHTHC. 





This use of wiads is common in Plato, Legg. 2. 669 D, 
diacnoow of ToinTal pvoOpov pev Kal oxnuata pédrovs Xupls, 
Adyovs Widovs els pétpa TiWWévtes, pédos 8 ad Kal pvIpov dvev 
pnparov, Wirt KiOaploe. Te Kal adArjoer TporXpoperoL. Gp) 


Symp. 215 C, Polit 268 B. 
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CALVL 





Kararpottetat odk dpOac diatpodot, d€ov KaTaMpoteeTat, 





Ov ror Katampot&er, pa Tov ATOAA@, TOdTO Spr. 
Ar. Vesp. 1366: 


A X X , / / 
ov Tol, pa TM Ged, KatampotEer Muprias. 
Id. 1396. 


The word is used also in Ar. Nub. 1240, Eq. 435, Thesm. 
566; Herod. 3. 36, Kpotowm péev cvrijderdar, epn, Tepredrtt, 
€xeivous pevTo. Tos TepiToLnoarTas ov KatampoléecOar: id. 
156, ob yap 81) eve ye GSE AWBnoduevos KatarpotEera. This 
isolated future, always so used with a preceding negative, 
and in Attic Greek never found outside of Comedy, is an 
excellent type of the class of words mentioned on p. Io. 
To those there given may be added aAd¢dvew in the sense 
of etpicxew, fetch a price (cp. Hom. rapOévor addpectBorar), 
Bekk. Anecd. 382. 8: ’AAddveu ebpicxer. "Apiotoparyns Oec- 
opopopracovaais— 

olpot Kakodaliyav THs TOO ipepas STE 

eimév yp 6 Kipvé, ovTos adAdavet. 
Eizodis Ta€vapxous— 

od Oatrov avtijy debpd por TGV TokoTév 


v >) Cites [24 3 p) / 
ayav amoKnpvger Tis 0, TL av addavy. 


Cx va 








Ai vtec Epeic, oby at vaic. cdAotKov rap. uaptoy pevToL 
PaBwpivoc, ToAéuwyv, kai ZUAAac, at vate elmovTec’ Tac 
VHac OK €peic, GAAG Tac vate, Aoddtavec 8 6 sco@toTHc 
dkoUGUC Tapa Tivoc, Stt od ypri at vate A€retv, GAAG al 
VEC, WHOH Oeiv Aéretv Kal THY aiTLATIKHV GuOlwWc TAC vAac. 


OUK e€yet O€ OUTMC: GAN émi ev THc Edbelac SiGUAAGBOC, 


ET O€ THC GITLATIKHC OVOGUAAGBAC, 
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Or 


CXLEVIETT- 








KyHpida, mivaKida, Kapida’ Bpayeéwe rovT@y THY Ta- 
PaTEAEUTOV. THV HMEVTOL pa@avida eEkTElvoust Kal GUGTEA- 


AQUOLY, 


The passage is either corrupt or contains an erroneous 
statement. 


CXLEPX. 





KAGyv GuméAouc Madl, GAAG UH KAGOEvELV, 





The editions have xAadav instead of xAav, both here and 
in Thom. Mag. 535; but it is very probable that Hem- 
sterhuys was right in supposing xAaday to be an early cor- 
ruption of the text of Phrynichus, ignorantly reproduced 
by Thomas. Moeris escaped unaltered, p. 229: KAdoa 
’Artixol, kAadedoat “EAAnves. Hesychius: Kaa" réuvew dureé- 
Novus Orep jets KAadEvEL. 

ex muxuwis 8 tAns mrdpOov KrAaoe xXeELpl TaxeEly. 
Hom. Od. 6, 128. 
Theophr. C. Pl. 3. 14. 1, rév & dynédov tov TEACwY 10N 
TpOTov pev Kal péytotov eat 7 KAdous: id. 3. 14. 2, Kara THY 
kAdow Kal dumedoupytav. Hesychius has the two glosses— 
KAaoripiov' dpémavoy TO Tis ayr€dov. 


KAdorns* dmedoupyos. 


TloAitHe A€re, GAAG [LH GUPTTOALTHC, 





To words like zoAlrns, which imply fellowship, no Attic 
writer added ovv. He left that emphatic weakness to poets 
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and his negligent successors. In late Greek it is the rule to 
prefix the preposition in such cases, cvpratpidtyns, cvpdv- 
A€TNs, TvvdnydTyns, Tvvakddovdos, ovvEeTaipos, svyKactyvyTos, 
cvvopaivov. But to words like otpatnyés, xopyyds, trav4Tys, 
etc. it was natural and necessary to prefix the o¥v in order 
to convey the sense of partnership. Euripides, I. T. 800, 
has ovykaotyr7j7n, and if Antiatt. 113. 20 is right in attri- 
buting ovprarpidtns to the Comic poet Archippus, the 
word must have occurred outside the iambics, or in para- 


tragedy: Suurarpidryns”Apximmos. TO pevTo. Tatprorns, “Adeéts. 


Cia 





TuAnv, et kai etipoic mov, ob Kvépadov Aére. 





Pollux], Vo, ‘VY aepelins be ev TO bmep Muxdadov €pn epe- 
ascato tuhupdvtas. LopoxAjs 6 edn Awoppadh tudeia. Hv- 
moAts 6€ Kédaks Kexpdpadot te Kal turn. “Avtipdyyns be ev 
Pdwvi, otpdpata, Krjivas, tUdas: id. IO. 29, TA pev ovv TvA€Eia 

Ned as / > a N a me 4) ) N OS) 
Kai Ta KvEedaha ov povoyv Tapa Tols KwuMoots EoTLV, GAAG Kal ev 
Anrompdrois Témparat, KYvepadrov Kawov Kal Kvépadoy Tada.ov. 
Kat Tudela 6€ Tap’ Edad eorw ldovte ev trois Kédaki, cat . 
Tapa TO Lopowdrct €v TO “lokret A€yovTt AAG Kal Awwoppadh 

A a \ \ , ” c , > Pee Betas 
tuheta. Gy Kal Tovs Texvitas Eorker “Vrepeldns. ev TO taep 
Mvxddov dvowacew eizov, euicOaocato TuAvpdvtas . . . ev Be 

m9 I Ii \ x \ X BY b) € cal 
To “Avtiupavovs Pawri kal Kata THY Kowny xphoty eotw evpely 
Tas TUaS, oTpwpara, Kivas, WoTEp Kal Tapa SamPor. 

From the words Evrd\ud. idgovts, and cat év Anuompdrors, 
the history of the word is plain. An old Ionic domestic 
term, it fought hard for life, and was probably in daily use 
in the households of Athens, as it was retained in public 
auctions, and in the Tragic dialect. Hence it naturally 
cropped up from time to time even in Prose and Comedy. 

The other meaning, kvot, hump, remained good Attic. It 
is interesting to compare the Latin forms, which has the 
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same two meanings, appearing in that of rvAn=rvd«ior, 
chiefly, if not only, in poetry, and in the other being 
common in prose. This marked similarity of signification, 
the identity of quantity in the v and o, and the existence of 
a side form rvAos, which at first had doubtless no difference 
of meaning, all point to the fact that rvAn and ¢orus sprang 
from the same root. 


Ciel, 





TO faticua otk év ypHoet’ ypa otv TH Kabapd. TO 
rap THY FvdOov mAaTela TH Yetpt MAHEGL, Em KOppHe TaTG- 


Eat A@Hvatol pacty, 





Phrynichus here finds fault with two late usages, the 
employment of pdamopa, and of wAjga. as the aorist of 
tiztw. No Attic writer ever used mAqéa, or any other 
form but wardéat, as the aorist equivalent of riémrew, in the 
phrase éml xéppns témrev: Dem. 562. 9, Tavpéay éndrage 
Xopiyyotvra emt Kdppns. No Attic rule is so carefully observed 
as this. By an unfortunate accident the Attic equivalents 
of the English term s¢vzke were for centuries sadly mis- 
represented. The verb riéarw was selected by unscientific 
grammarians of the Byzantine school to convey their own 
crude notions of the Greek verb system. A more unsuitable 
choice of a typical verb it was impossible to make. It is in 
all dialects markedly irregular, in no dialect more irregular 
than in Attic. A very large portion of the forms, which 
till recently every Greek grammar presented, are not met 
with in any Greek dialect of the Classical period. A search 
throughout Greek literature as a whole for forms like réruda 
and rérvza would end in disappointment, and the words 
Tipo, eTvpOnv, TupOjcowar are quite without Classical 
authority. When such tenses were required they were 
supplied in a different way. Yet rimtw has become an 


re) 
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institution, and even in an English dictionary place might 
reasonably be given to the Shandean hybrid ruzrwing. 

It is almost reprehensible to destroy such a time-honoured 
structure, and root up so many fond associations, and it will 
readily be believed that the following pages were penned in 
a turbulence of spirit almost equal to Luther’s when he nailed 
his articles on the church door at Wittenberg. Attention 
must be drawn at starting to a just distinction between two 
significations of the present riz7rw, namely, J wound and 
I beat. In both senses—in that of ferio, or Anyi didom, 
no less than in that of verbero, mAnyas did@pr—the present 
TUmTw, With its passive TUmTowar, was in general use; but 
TUmTm Was more common in the sense of mAnyas euBddrro, 
and t’mrouat, though occurring in the nobler sense, was still 
principally employed as a synonym of wAnyds AapBdve, or 
vapulo. The verb zafw was similarly used, and in reference 
to present time rimtw, raiw, mAnyds euBddAw, TUTTopat, 
Tatoualt, TAnyas AawBdyw may be regarded as absolutely 
interchangeable in Classical authors. But the correspond- 
ence did not continue throughout the tenses. In the 
future there was complete divergence—péya ydopa éoripixto. 
Tizte, ferzo, had its future wardgw, whereas riatw, verbero, 
made a future turtycm by extending its own stem from 
tu7t to tumte'. The aorists were equally divergent. For 
Jeri, vulnus inject, Classical writers employed éxdragéa, and 
in elevated styles occasionally éravca. On the other hand, 
exatafa was almost unknown in the humbler sense of 
verberavt. The aorist was supplied by a periphrasis like 
mAnyas €veBador, évérewa, or évérpia, but Xenophon is not 
to be imitated in his use of ézawa in this signification. 
The perfect of both was drawn from a third stem still, 
and if mAnyas dedmxévar was the ordinary equivalent of 


1 . , Ul ao 
Compare xaipw, xaipyow: Taiw, mamow: Kdralw, crahow: Bdddqw, Bar- 
Ajow: KabiCopa, cabinoopa. 


TET NEW PHRY NICHTS. 259 


cecidisse or verberibus contudisse, yet memdAnyévon had cer- 
tainly the baser as well as the nobler meaning— 
Os Gy memAryn Tov TaTépa veoTTOs Ov 
Arist. Av, 1350. 
Xen. Anab. 6. 1. 5, 6 €repos Tov Erepov Tale. ws TacW eddKeEL 
meTAnyevar TOV Gvdpa. 

In the passive voice the presents rémrowat and ratojma 
were used in all authors in either signification, but the 
periphrases mAnyas «iAnpevar and zwAnyas AaBeiv were the 
equivalents of vapulasse in its perfect and aorist force. 
There was no single word to express it. Aristophanes, 
however, in Nub. 1379, 

GAN abOis av -tumTicopat!, 
makes tumtjoouat as authoritative as mAnyds An Yowar. 

The perfect of rémropa, ferior, was mé7Anypat, but the 
periphrastic mAnyijv etAnpa and wAnyiv €xw were sometimes 
employed. For futures the aorist éwArjynv, itself Classical, 
supplied mAnyjoopa, and the perfect formed wemA7foua. 

These results may be thus presented synoptically :— 


VERBERO. 
TUTTH, Taiw, TANyas evBddrAdw, erTelvw, evTpiBw, Siw 
TUTTHTW. 
mAnyas évéBador (éraioa). 


mAnyas bébmKa, TéTANYA. 


FERIO, 
/ / \ > /> 
TUTTO, TAalw, TANYIV CLOW. 
/ / 
matac, TAlow. 


” 
erdtata, ema. 


/ 
TETANYA. 
! The reading rurfcopat, found in some texts, is merely a conjecture of 
Buttmann’s, as baseless as it is uncalled for, 


S 2 


260 THE NEW PHRYNICHUS, 


VAPULO. 


rUTTOMal, Talouat, TANYas Aap Bavo. 
runTHoomat, TAnyas Ajouat. 
mAnyas €haBov. 

mAnyas €tdnpa. 


FERIOR. 


rénropa, TAnyyY AapBave. 

emANyNV. 

TANyy copa. 

TETANY MAL, TAnyny €tAnpa, TANyiV EX@. 
TETANEOMAL. 


The habit of Aristophanes in regard to these words is 
representative of all Attic writers. 

In the sense of verbero, caedo occur timrets, Nub. 1325, 
1332; Tumret, Nub. 542, 1326; ran, Nub. 494, Eccl. 643 ; 
riot, Eccl. 638; réarous, Ran. 5853; Tuare, Ran. 622, Nub. 
1433, Av. 1364; ténrew, Nub. 442, 1333, 1413, 1447; 
runtwy, etc., Ran. 624, Av. 1327, Lys. 357; Eccl. 6o4- 
éruntov, Nub. 13323; érumres, Nub. 1409; érvatere, Pax 643. 

Special attention may be called to Eccl. 642— 

tore 8° avtots ovK ewer ovdéev 

tov GAAotpiov Goris TUnTOL vov 8 HY TANyéevTOS Gkovo7. 

yy aitov exetvoy TUnTH dedios Tots dpGow TotTO paxetrat 
and to Vesp. 1322— 

éveit emedr) “eOvev, olkad EpxeTar 

TUTTWOY ATaVTAS, IV TLS AT@ TVVTUXN. 

6dl 6€ KavTos opadrAdpevos TpoTEpxXeETat, 

GAN €x7od@y Arey Tply TANyas AaBelv. 

The future rumtjow occurs Nub. 1444 and Plut. 20, 

Of passive forms are found the following—rémropwa, Eq. 
257, 266, 730, Nub. 1379; rémret, Ran. 636; rinrov, Ran. 
1024; TtunTdpevos etc., Nub. 962, Av. 1031, Thesm. 917, 
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Ran. 1097, 639, 1407, Nub. 962, Pax 744; érunrduny, 
Plut. 1015. 

The future and aorist of rumrw, ferzo, are found, rardéw in 
Ran. 645, 647; éwdraga, in Eq. 1130, Ran. 645, 647; 
emarafe, Ran. 38; marafa, Ran. 741, Vesp. 1254, 1422; 
maragéas, in Av. 757— 

ei yap évOas’ early aicxpoyv Tov Tatépa TUTTEW Vda, 
Tovr €xel KadOv Tap Tuiv eotiy iV TIs TO TaTpl 
Tpocdpapov ein maTdas, aipe wAHKTpov ei paxei. 
In this passage, as in Ran. 150, 547, Lys. 362, 635, it is 
used of striking one in the face, and in Ach. 93 of striking 
in the eye so as to gouge it out. 
In Ran. 54 it has a metaphorical meaning— 
efaipyns 7000s 
THY Kapdlav éndrage, TGs oler opodpa; 

The present zaiw is found in Ach. 686, Av. 497; malew 
in Pax 899; and wafovoa in Eccl. 542: all rather in the 
nobler sense, as the aorist marca in Nub. 549, but zafovor, 
in Ran. 1094, in the meaner. It is extremely frequent in 
the second person singular imperative wave, as in a line from 
the ‘Samians’ of Crates quoted by Athenaeus (3. 117 B)— 


c f 


mat éxeivoy, ayy’ exeivov' év Kéw ris tpépa;* 
In this way it occurs about a dozen times in Aristophanes 
alone, Nub. 1508, Eq. 247, 251, Ach. 282, Vesp. 398, 456, 
458, Pax 1119, Av. 365. In several of these places it is 
repeated more than once and generally in a storm of Comic 
heroics. 
The use of wémAnypar in Ran. 1214, Ach. 1218, Eq. 271, 


' "Ev Kéy ris jpépa; is thus explained by Hesychius, éml ray ove ebyva- 
oTav. ovbdels yap olbev ev Ké ris } tuépa, bre odx éEatadow ai Hpépar, GA’ ws 
éxagro Oédovaw dyovow, It was a sort of slang phrase, like ‘What time of 
day is it?’ ‘What o'clock is it?’ ‘Does your mother know you are out?’ 
but seems to have been often used to finish off a riddle or guess, in a sense like 
*There’s a nut for you to crack;’ ‘Guess me what’s that.’ It is probably so 
used here, for the four lines preceding that quoted are almost unintelligible, 
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Av. 1299, Thesm. 179; éaAnjynv, Ran. 1048; wAnyets, Vesp. 
399, Pax 613, Av. 1492, Thesm. 694, will be seen to cor- 
respond with the paradigm on p. 260; but Eccl. 642, quoted 
on the same page, proves distinctly that éaA7jynv was some- 
times employed in the baser sense of vapulavz, or mAnyas 
édaBov. The latter phrase is itself used in Ran. 673, 747, 
Vesp. 13253 mAnyas éxew in Nub. 14253; and mAnyds Anyrouar 
in Pax 493, and Eccl. 324. 

The habit of one Attic writer in regard to these words 
has been thus carefully analysed that he might serve as a 
mirror of all, but the following quotations will show still 
more clearly how these tenses, simple, composite, and derived 
from different roots dovetail into one another as consistently 
as épw, olcw, iveyka, and éviyvoxa, or as the Latin fero, 
tuli, latum, ferre. 

Lysias, 94. 9 and 17, marda€as xataBdAhw ... TAnyels Kare- 
meoev: id, 102, 12, kal mérepov mpdrepos emAnyny 7 emdTaga 
exetvn waddov ay noew : id. 136. 23, 6 wev OpactBovdros rUnTeEL Tov 
Ppvrixov kat caraBadreu warakas, 6 de AToAACOMpos ody TYaTO. 

Antiphon, 127, rénrew ras tAnyas ... 6 mev Tatd€as Kal py 
amoxteivas THs TAnyns BovdeuTas ey€eveTo, 6 5€ Oavacipas TUTTHY 
ToD Oavdtov . .. eotr O€ H pev atvxia Tod mardéavtos, 7 be 
oup.popa Tov TabdvTos. , 

Thuc. 8. 92, 6 Bptvixos mAnyels anéOavev Tapaxphya Kab 
6 mardgas duédpuyev. 

Demosthenes, 572 fin. oxiros €xwov emouTreve, Kal TOUT 
peOtov endraké tiva exOpov bndpxov aire: eddxer yap tBpet 
Kal ovk olvm tintew xte.: id. 525, 526, Tov Oecpobérny ds 
€vayxos éaAjyn ... 6 Tov Oeopobérny Tmardéas: id. 1264 fin. 
TO matdéavt. TUnTEW mapeKedevoaro. 

Plato, Hipp. Maj. 292 B, 7) odk évéuxos tyiv 4} wédus eorty, 
GAN €4 dbikms TUnTEWW AdAHAOUs Tods ToAlras; DQ. odd bz0- 
oroby €4. “ILI. odxody ddcer dSlknv adlkws yé oe TinTOY... 
2Q. ovikoty elo cor kat H adtds olopar dixalws av rénrecOar 


- ’ / F - XN \ 
TALTA ATOKPLVOMEVOS ; 1 KOL OV je GKPLTOV TUTTHOELS. ... ELTE 
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pol, pyoet, ® Soxpares, oler Gv ddixws mAnyas AaBeiv; id. 
Legg. 879 D, rod rinrew dé eipyécOw iva réppw ylyvyntat Tod 
TOV €mX@plov Gy ToAMHoal ToTe TaTAGLar ... TUTTE... TaTAEN. 

Xen. Cyr. 1. 3. £7, é7t ud more dikn TAnyas EAaBov as ovk 
dp0Gs bixdoas ... €v Tov’T@ ad pe Eraicev 6 SiKaoKados: id. 
Rep. Lac. 6. 2, iv 6€ Tis mais wore TAnyas AaBav tw GAdov 
KaTeinN Tpos TOV TATEpa, aiaxpov EoTL pH OK GAAaS TANYAS Ep- 
BadXre Te viel. 

Dem. 1261, 7oAAdkis Tepl étaipas Kat elAndevar kal deba- 
Kevat TAnyds. 

No Attic writer employs the forms ria, éruwa, rétuda, 
TETUTA, TETYPpAL, ETUPONY, ETUTHY, TUPOHTOMAL, TUTHTOMAL, TETU- 
Woua, or éeTUntnoa, TeTUTTNKA, TeTUTTHaL, eruTTHOnY. Un- 
known to Attic, in fact almost unknown to Greek, are the 
forms watdoow, TeTdTaypal, eTaTdyOnv, TaTaxOynoouar, and 
TéTalka, TeTalcpal, evalcOnv, TmacOjnoowa. In no Attic 
author is there a single trace of wAjoow or TAnrTo, TAHLa, 
émAnéa, TéTANXA, TANTTOpaL, emAnédpyv. 

The Ionic dialect supplies the words éruwa, réruppar, 
erinnv, eruWdynv, and mAjocow, tAn~w, emArAnka, éemAnEapnv. 
These were naturally used in Tragedy as belonging to the 
early stage of Attic, and in Aeschylus occurs an additional 
form not otherwise found— 


, \ / o/ s / 
Kapol TporéaTn Kapdias KAvdwVLOY 
XoATs, exalcOnv & as diavtaiw Bede. 
Cho. 184. 
A, TwatoOeis evaLaas. 


I. ot & Paves karaxtarev. 
Sept. 961. 


As Cobet justly observes, the latter line would in Attic 
Prose or Comedy assume the form wAnyels émdragas’ ob 
6€ y anéOaves azoxteivas. 

Even in Ionic the simple taraocow was irregular. It had 
the meaning of mdAAopa, palpito, but e&eraraga, extrema ay- 
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pat, and éfemaradyOnv were used in the sense of éfemdAnga, 
exmemAnyyat, and e€erwvdyxOnv. 

In Nub. 1125 and Lys. 459 the future forms maujoopuev 
and raujoere are met with. The analogy of xAaiujow and 
BadAjow makes it probable that waujom was a word re- 
cognized in Attic Greek. 

The middle of riztm was not an Attic form. Xenophon 
has the middle of zafw in Cyr. 7. 3. 6, émafoaro Tov pnpdov, 
‘Smote his own thigh. There was no middle to mard&o, 
evatraéa, and TAngopat and émAnédaunv were confined to Ionic. 
In Ionic too riatojat was employed in the sense of dewazl, 
for which the Attic term was xézropua, Plato, Rep. 605 D, 
619 C, Phaed. 60 A; Ar. Lys. 396— 


€ LG Cee \ 51K a / 
n O UTOTETMKUL N yuVn ETL TOU TEyoUS 


“kéntecO “Adwvw” dyotv. 


The interest of so striking an example of the delicacy and 
precision of the Athenian mind in its best days has too 
long diverted the attention from the principal point dis- 
cussed by Phrynichus. The justice of his dictum as to 
pamiowa cannot be questioned. It is true that Antiphanes 
(Ath. 14. 623 F) used the word— 


Tevdis, weradAdéaca AevKavyn pvow 
\ a 
gapkos Tupwtots avOpakwy paticpwacw 


/ na lad 
EdvOaow avpas cGua wav dyddderau 


but the lines are para-tragoedic and suggest that the word 
might have been used in Tragedy—a fancy which receives 
valuable support from the fact that the verb fgaml¢w was 
used by Xenophanes (ap. Diog. Laert. 8. 36) and Hipponax 
(Tzetz. Hist. 5. 746) and occurs in Herodotus. In ip 
and 223 it has the sense of lash; in the former, of the 
lashing of the Hellespont by the order of Xerxes, in the 
latter of the Persian custom of encouraging troops by the 
Jash. It is encountered in two other passages of Classical 
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Greek. According to Athenaeus (13. 571 A) Timocles 
wrote the lines— 


>) lo) \ c las , A 
ayoviacat Kal patioOjval Te Kat 


TAnyas AaBety aradaior xepoly, dv ye 


but the context, if consulted, will show that the meaning 
of pavi¢ew there is very far different from that of ém képpys 
téntew. The place of Demosthenes (787. 23) in which it 
does bear its late meaning belongs to a speech which on 
good grounds is considered spurious. In another passage 
(537 extr.) the true term is employed and its meaning 
clearly marked by the context, éml képpys rinrew being 
distinguished from xovdvAots TéaTEWw : OSE TO TUTTETOaL Tos 
edevbepois eat dewdv, kaimep ov Sewdv, GAAa TO ep’ UBper. 
Xx ‘ » / ¢ / oe i? \ v 999 X 3 
TOAAG yap av TOLNoELEY O TUTTMVY OV O TAP@Y Evia OVd AV aTay- 
yeikar Svval Erépw, TO oXIpaTL, TO Br€uparti, TH pPovyn, 6rav 
c ¢e / 4 ¢ b) \ € / oe vi 24 SN 
os UBpilav, bray ws €xOpos t7dpxwv, Tay KovdvAols, Gray emt 
KOppns. 


CLIT: 





Tlapoyic To oyov, ovyi S€ TO Grreiov’ TobTo dé TPUBALOV 


H Aekdptov KaAovoLy, 





Phrynichus also insists upon this point in App. Soph. 
60. 3, and Moeris, p. 297, is no less strict; but Athenaeus 
(9. 367 D) quotes from Antiphanes a line in which the 
word has the signification common in late Greek and 
seen in N. T. Matth. 23. 25, ro €Ew0ev tod wornplov Kal rhs 
mapowitdos, and in Juvenal, 3. 142— 


‘Quam multa magnaque paropside coenat. 
But this line— 
/ / > /> 
Kaheoas Te TapatiOnow ev Tapowie., 


is the only one of all the passages quoted by him in which 


266 THE NEW PHRYVNICHOS: 
mapowis has necessarily the meaning of a vessel. In some 
of the others, as in Sotades— 

Tapowts eivat patvoua. TO KpwBiro* 

TovTov pacara, Tmapakatecbier 8 epé, 


the word is certainly employed in its true sense, while in 
others its reference is doubtful. The English word dish 
has the same ambiguity of meaning. 


CLI. 





Kpodcat tHy @updv, lowe Mév Trou TapaBeBidaTat Hi 


XpHictc’ Guetvov be TO KOTITeWW THY OUpav. 





Phrynichus is much too fine here. Not only was xpoveww 
THY Ovpay in constant use, but both déve and dpart#—words 
in other respects little used, survived in this connection as 
is proved by Aristophanes (see pp. 6, 10). 

The phrase xéatew tiv Ovpav occurs in Ar. Pl. 1097, 
Eccl. 976, Ran. 460, Nub. 132, Ach. 403, cp. Nub. 1144, 
Av. 56; Andoc. 6.29; Lys. Fr. 45.4; Dem. 1156.18; Xen. 
Eel G47 ena oan jane ley: : 

Whereas xpovew tHv Odpav is employed in Ar. Eccl. 316, 
990; Plato, Prot. 310 A, 314 D, Symp. 2129@ -s ccm 
Symp. 1. 11. 

This forms an excellent illustration of the lines on which 
Phrynichus worked. Like all true scholars, he disregarded 
exceptions, and considered the knowledge of anomalies not 
science but pedantry. Till the rules are known—and every 
usage which is true in three cases out of four should be 
elevated into a rule—no attempt need be made to elucidate 
departures from them. 
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GEV: 





*EvHAata KAIVHC H oKiutrodoc OU ypH A€retv TOV 


"ATTIKOVTO GAAG KPOOTHPLC. 





Euripides thrice uses the word évjAarov, in Phoen. 1179 
and Supp. 729, of the rungs of a ladder— 

kAiwakos dueiBwv E€or evnrAdtwov Badpa: 
and— 

Os €v TE Tots deLvoicty éoTi GAKLLOS 

puced iBporhy Aadv, ds Tpacowv Kadds 

eis Gxpa Brnvat KAidkov évyjdata 

GytGv amddeo OABov © ypHoOar Taphv 
and in Hipp. 1235, of linch-pins (ra euBaddcueva zpos To 
agovi Bate pa) e€vevar Tov Tpoxdv, Schol.)— 

ovpiyyes T avo 

TpoxGv emndwv adver 7 evijdara. 

According to Pollux (10. 34), Sophocles had the word 
in the sense which Phrynichus reprehends: LodoxdArs 8 év 
Ixvevtais Latvpois epn—EvyjAara Evra tptyoupa b.atopevoar 
6eirat, but the words are too corrupt to convey any mean- 
ing. On the other hand, kpaorijpia is not met with else- 
where, although Hesychius has the gloss: Kparnptau' tov 
évnAdtwv at kepadal Kal cvpBodral kal dxpa. The question 
must be left unsettled. 


BEG 








KAipavoc ovK épeic, GAAG KpiBavoc dia Tod Pp, 





Athenaeus, 3. 110 C, has the instructive remark, Oida 6é 
6r.’Arrixol pev 61a Tod p atrotxelov A€yovar Kal KplBavoy Kal Kpt- 


c ‘> ~ > lal nm / $ 
Bavirny' Upddotos 6 ev bevrépa trav taropiay Edy “ KALBarvy b.a- 
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Ae 


cave,” kat 6 Sédpov d& &pyn “ris craitiras 7) KALBaviras, Nurapria 
méooet;’ which indicates from what sources the kAiBavos of 
the Common dialect came, and makes it probable that the 
form with A is correctly read in the lines of Aeschylus 
quoted by Ath. 9. 375 E— 


SN 


éyo d5& yolpov kal pdr’ evOndrovpevov 

Tovd ev pododytt KALBava Ojow. Th yap 

dwov yevoir av avdpl Todde BeATepon ; 
In parody, choric songs, and some other metres, xAfBavos 
was probably employed even in Comedy; a consideration 
which may give a value to such remarks as that of the 
Antiatticista, p. 103. 3: KAvBavirns dpros* "Apeplas ’Atoxor- 
raBicovow. To this article some sciolist has appended the 
words, va 70 tiv apdtnv tpopjyy TGv avOparav KpLOnv etvat. 


They cannot be by Phrynichus. 


IEW AO. 





Kuvidtov Aére, Oedrouttoc d€ 6 Kapwddoc &taé Tou 


Y sr 
KUVQpPLOV ELTTEV. 


COVA 





Avedpiov mdvu mudcdttov A€retv, Avoldtov dé. 





The manuscripts assign to the second of these articles a 
place near the end of the book. 

‘Hic ut renunciemus Phrynicho cogit nos Plato. Nam 
kuvdpiov usurpat bis in Euthydemo 298, cui Xenophontem, 
Theophrastum, Lucianum, aliosque permultos addunt. 
Neque perstitit in sententia Phrynichus; nam in App. 
Soph. p. 49, Kuvdpiov kai xvvtdvov dékysa: illud ex Alcaeo 
Comico affert Antiatt. p. 104. De multis aliis hujus 


THE NEW PHRYNICAUS. 269 


generis diminutivis inter ipsos Atticistas controversia fuisse 
videtur. Phrynichus, App. Soph. p. 49, KAwdpua, od pdvov 
kAwidia, “Apiotopavyns (Poll. 10. 32). Idem, p. 43, ‘Imzt- 
dvov, ov povov immapLor. 

‘Alterum AvOdpiov, Thomae improbatum, nullum auctorem 
habet Theophrasto antiquiorem (H. Pl. 3. 7. 5) quem se- 
quuntur Philostratus, Alexander Trallianus, Dioscorides, 
Geoponica, Av@id.ov Plato, Lucianus, Themistius. Lexicis 
deest AdOtov Paus. 2. 25. 8.) Lobeck. 


CIlEEX. 


*Edediecav’ Kai tobto tAc AoAAtavod potGHc* GU dé A€re 


TETPAGVAAGBWC Gvev TOU e€, Ededicav, 


Such forms as dcdlayev, dediaTe, €ded(eoav are as corrupt 
as d.ddapev for didopev, or d1ddare for dfd0re. The record of 
Comedy in regard to the legitimate forms of this present 
perfect is as follows :— 
dédo1a, Ach. 370, Eq. 28, 112, 395, Nub. 493, 508, 1133, 

Vesp. 427, 630, Pax 173, Lys. 620, (Ran. 1260), Eccl. 

338, 585, 870, 1063, Plut. 199, Fr. ap. Photium Tov rpidv. 
dedoixas, Vesp. 628, 629, Thesm. 202, 1186. 
d¢borxe(v), Vesp. 1358, Fr. Babyl. tiv adtod oxiay dédouxev : 

Alexis, ap. Athen. 6. 240 C. 
b¢b1a, Séd.as, Séd1e never occur, except 6éd1ey in a Frag- 

ment of Amphis (Ath. 10. 448 A)— 

dua TO AETTOS KaL TUKYOS 
mdvr e€erdcew dSedvey ent Ta Tpdypata 
Oppav Tpoxelpws. 

The plural forms are unfortunately rare: 6edoikare oc- 
curs in Eccl. 181, but dedfaow in Eq. 224, 1114. 

The only form of the past encountered in Comedy is 
édedoikns in Plut. 684. 

Of imperative forms 66.0. occurs in Eq. 230, Vesp. 373. 
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The participle is dedocnes in Pax 606; Alexis (Athen. 6. 
226 A); Antiphanes (Athen. 4. 156 C); Anaxandrides 
(Athen. 15. 688 B). 

But ded.ds in Eccl. 643, Plut. 448; todeduds, Av. 65. 
Acéiora occurs in a corrupt line of Xenarchus (Ath. 13. 
569 A)— 


, b] ” \ x \ yy 
dedloTa EV TH XELPL THY Woxiv ExovTa, 


while ded.vta is quoted from Eubulus by Antiatt. p. go. 1. 

Acédouxevat may be found in Plut. 354, Nub. 1461, Vesp. 
109, whereas dedvévar is not met with in Comedy till 
Menander’s time, ap. Stob. Flor. 73. 43,ap id. 32. 2. 

This record demonstrates the inaccuracy of Dindorf’s 
statement in Steph. Thes. 2. 936: ‘In Prosa Atticorum 
vix credam reperiri d€6va, dedolkaper, dedolkacw, dedorxévat, 
sed dici d€d0uxa (Thuc. 1. 81, 6. 38), d€dyev, Sedlacw, de- 
dvevat, alia autem promiscue usurpari ut ededofkecav (Thuc, 
4. 27), et edd.cav. The facts seem to be that the sin- 
gular of both present and past tenses was preferentially 
formed from the longer stem, but the plural from the 
shorter; in the participle both forms were in use, while 
in the infinitive both dedvévar and dedouxevar; in the impera- 
tive certainly only 6€6.61, dedirw, etc. were legitimate. 

The subjunctive def is well-established by 6ded¢n in 
Xenoph. Rep. Ath. 1. 11, d¢déwou Isocr. freq., but the optative 
depends upon one passage of Plato. In Phaedr. 251 A the 
books have kal ef pi) dedueln Thy rhs opddpa pavlas déEav Ovor 
ay ws dydApatt kal 06 Tots TavduKols, and even that instance 
is destroyed by Cobet: ‘Prudenter Buttmannus judicat 
de Platonis loco in Phaedro, p. 251 A, ubi ridiculam for-: 
mam et prorsus barbaram 6éeéveén Bekkerus recepit. Sen- 
tentia loci postulat «i pi epoBeiro (non ofotro), itaque 
scribendum est: ef pi) ededler thy rhs ofddpa pavias ddéav 
Ovo. ay kre. Certainly, the substitution of the irregular for 
the regular conditional sentence does in this case emend 
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the passage. The narrative both before and after refers 
to present time, and the meaning required for the sentence 
in dispute is, he 7s afraid of being thought mad or he would 
sacrifice. 


Ciex: 





Ovseic dia Tod 6° ei Kai Xptoimmoc Kai ol GuP adTov 
obtw Aérouct, cU dé dmoTpeTmou Aé€retv. ol fap Gpyaior oro 


tod 6 Aépouotv. 





The corruption had its beginning long before the time of 
Chrysippus. Wecklein (Cur. Epigraph. p. 30) shows that 
in the archonship of Nausinicus B.C. 378-7, wnOevi occurs 
twice in one inscription, and that after that date the spel- 
ling with the aspirate gradually made its way: ‘Ex titulo 
a Rang. II. 381 edito, Ol. 100. 3 exarato, in quo bis 
scribitur pyOevi, discimus jam Ol. 100. 3 scripturam ovdets, 
pndets in usu fuisse. Tab. Nav. I. a (Ol. 101. 4) ov0er, 
(Ib. III. et XI. rursus ovdéy legitur), etc.’ 

As Herwerden thinks, (Test. Lapid. p. 61) such a usage 
can hardly have been found in writers anterior to Aris- 
totle. 

Wecklein cites the disjoined form pndé efs from an in- 
scription earlier than Euclides: ‘Rang. I. 271 (ante Eu- 
clid.) pyde évi; C. I. 73 b (c. Ol. 84) ovde &a. M.H.E. 
Meier. Com. ep. 2 (post Ol. 114) pie ets. 

‘Ove els, pnde els (ovdeels, pndeels) frequentat Aris- 
fopaanes (cf. Ran. 927, Lys. 1044, Plut. 37, 138, 1115, 
1182), A Tragicorum usu ovdé efs (nullo vocabulo inter- 
posito ut ov@ ay eis, Soph. Trach. 1072) abhorret. Soph. 
Fragm. 769, Ovntov & oddels, non Ovnrav 6 ovde ets ha- 
betur.’ 

Herwerden appends several points of great interest: 
‘Unum tamen addere juvat idque valde memorabile ; si- 


quidem unicum, ni fallor, exemplum est hodie formae 
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dod separatim positae in sermone Attica. Videlicet in 
tit. II. 11 exarato inter Ol. 96. 3 et 98. 2 decitumemaoc 
God pro pydayod. Praeterea notatu dignum videtur in 
antiquioribus certe titulis paene constanter (si non prorsus 
constanter, quam in rem diligentius inquirere nunc non 
vacat) scribi, o0d€ mpos Eva, pydé Tpos Eva, ovbe bp Evds pro 
mpos ovdéva (undéva), tm ovdevds (underds) similia.’ 


CEZer 








Adrvue dtd TOO H, GAAG LH Adpvoc. 








Pollux recognizes both forms, 6. 188, 6 pawoyuevos én’ 
appodio.a Adyvns av Kal Adyvos pynOein, whereas Photius sup- 
ports Phrynichus: Adyvns ot Adyvos 76 Tév ’AtriKGv déyeTaL, 

TovavTa MéevToOL TOAN avayKalws éxeu 
mdoxew Stav Adyvnv Tov dpOadporv opns* 
7) O€ Gvadoyla, otwat, Kal Adyvnta, os Kpdrynta kal Mdyvyra. 

Lobeck compares ddoAécyns, which gradually gave way 
to ddddecxos: ‘Sed addédAeoxos jam in Aristotelis scriptis 
hic ibi emicat, et paucis saeculis post ita divulgatum est 
ut v. c. Plutarchus in commentatione zwepi ddoAcoxtas sexies 
Gdoh€oxns, GddAecxos autem plus quam vicies usurpaverit, 
neque Pollux 6. 119 unum prae altero probasse videtur... 
Etiam gAoyivns a nonnullis magis probatum est quam 
didoyvvos, conjicere licet ex Antiatticista Bekk. p. 115, 
Pirdyvvos, od pdvov diroytyys, cp. Piers. ad Moer. p. 391, 
quorum secundum probat Pollux 2. 46, vicissim yuvaikopidAns 
improbans 6, 168. Idem 2. 47 seq. ayt’vys, picoytvns’ ’Apio- 


toparns dyvvov tov aybvyv' Ppbvixos dé aybvatkos.’ Lobeck. 


CExaie 





Aarac, 6 *Attikéc, Sta Tob 0. 6 “lav Aaréc. 
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The Attic form came from the Homeric Aaywods— 
apmagov 7) apy dpadhv 7) mTOxa Aaywov. 
Il. 22. 310. 


The Ionic Aayés may well have been used by Sophocles; 
Ath. 9. 400 D: Aéyovor 6& kal ’Atrikol Aayds os 6 LopoxAjs— 
yépavo., kopGvat, yhadkes, ixtivor, Nayot" 


but only in Tragedy could that form appear in Attic. 


CE XerIT. 


AiBavov Aére TO d€vdpoy, TO SE GULL@LEVOY ALBav@rTov: el 
Kat Ol THY TIOLHTLKHY AtBavov Kal ToOTO Zo*pokAfic Aéret. 
cuetvoy d€ Mevavdpoc év TH Zauia pHot’ 


MEpe THY AiBaveTov, cv 8 EmiGec TO mop, Tpvgu. 








‘Ammonium (p. 88) quam Phrynichum hic sequi maluit 
Thomas p. 577 qui, ut AfBavos pariter de arbore quam de 
lacrima dicatur, concedit, AvBavwrdv nisi de thure dici vetat; 
cui Theophrastum opponunt ABavwrdv etiam de arbore 
dicentem. Sed neque is magnam in hac re auctoritatem 
habet, neque multum valet ad sententiam Phrynichi oppug- 
nandam, si Eurip. Bacch. 144, Anaxandrid. comicus Athen. 
4. 131 D, atque recentiores Diod. Sic. 3. 41, Herodian 4. 8, 
Galen. Theriac. ad Pamph. p. 964, B. T. 13, aliique, thus, 
quod Aristophanes et Plato AvBavwrdv dicere solent, arboris 
nomine vocaverunt. De singulis locis nemo praestet, quum 
saepe codices inter se dissentiant, Herodo. 4. 75, Joseph. 
Antiq. 3. 6. 136, sed liberiorem fuisse hujus vocis usum vel 
ex eo colligi licet, quod similiter yeAdvn de supellectile 
testudinea (tpikdwwa yxedovns Philo de Vit. Contempl.) et 
gape pro sardonyche Philostr. Imag. et péAvooa pro melle 
usurpatur Soph. O. C. 481, ut notiora praeteream.’ Lobeck. 

T 
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CEST. 





Triv Atuov Awpteic, ov de hpoevikac TOV AtOV PaeL, 





‘Femininum genus recte doriensi dialecto adscribi patet 
ex eo quod Aristophanes Megarensem hoc genere utentem 
facit quodque Spartae in Apollinis templo Awés erat bua 
ypapis aouenipnuévos exwv yuvarkos poppynv, Athen. 10. 
452 B.’ Lobeck. 


CIEXVe 





*Edoudunv, €dovovu, €AovEeTO, AovVoat, AovETaL, EAOVOMEOG, 
€\ovovTO, AovEecbat’ THdvTa OUTa AEroMeEva éddkina. Ei sé 
SdKkiua BovAEL ALTA TotKioat TO € Kal TO O GApaipet Kal AEre 
AobGeat Kat AodMat, AodTaL, é\ovpnv, €AOOTO, -EAOUMEOG, 


€AobvTO’ obT@ rap Ol GpYator Aerousty. 





There is only one verb in -é which has its first person 
singular present indicative active disyllabic. Xow, heap up, 
contracts according to the same rule as its polysyllabic 
fellows, x@, xots, xot, xovrov, xodpev, xovre, xodou(v). Im- 
perfect, gxouv, exous, €xov, exodrov, é€xovrTnv, éxodpev, Exoore, 
Zxovv. Subjunctive, xa, xots, etc. Optative, xolnv, xoins, 
etc. Imperative, yod. Participle, xv. Infinitive, xodv. 
Passive, xoduar, éxovpny, xoboOa, etc. 

But in some of its forms Ao’w, bathe, wash, behaves as if 
its first person was Adw. It is in fact a mixed form, 
following both the contracted and the uncontracted con- 
jugation. Those persons in which the ending is preceded 
by a short connecting vowel, ¢ or 0, are supplied as if from 


1 Thuc; 2. 102, mpooxot: Hdt. 1. 161, xav: Plat. Legg. 958 E, xovv, where 
the late form yavyuvva actually occurs in some MSS. Thuc. 2. 75, éxour bis. 
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Adéw, and contract the o of the stem with the connecting 
vowel. The other persons are formed from Aovw, which by 
some grammarians has been regarded as itself contracted 
from Ao€w, an extended form of Ada. 
The modification Adm is encountered in Homer in the 

imperfect— 

és p aoapiv0ov Ecaca XO’, ex Tpimodos peyadouo, 

Od. Io. 361. 

and in the middle in— 

ovd és Badavetoy AO€ ANovodpevos* ob be 

@onep TeOvEGTOS KatTadder pov Tov PBilov. 

Arist. Nub. 838. 

In the latter case, however, all the manuscripts read kara- 
Aovet, and possibly Bekker ought to have left that form 
alone, as it is quite possible to consider the diphthong short, 
like the o. in zo.6 and rovodros. Now, although 706 oc- 
casionally occurs in inscriptions, wo. is the regular form, 
and has been retained in verse even when a short penult is 
demanded by the metre. The fact is, both 70.6 and Aotvw 
were in Attic pronounced in such a way (see p.113) that there 
was no difficulty in giving them either an iambic or spondaic 
value. Other diphthongs were similarly affected according 
to their position ina word. Thus, ded¢w (from Oetos), but 
émiOed¢eu' in a line of Pherecrates quoted by Suidas: 
"ApGta.... evxeTar 7) KaTapatar. Pepexpatns— 

totrepov aparar Kamieder T@ Tarpl. 
Similarly, 0.6, fwmigate, from Oetov, brimstone, but Tepi- 
Oeacdtwoay in Menander— 


\ an n 
Kal Tepewodtwoay amd Kpovvay Tpidv. 


1 In Aesch, Cho, 856— 
Zed, Zev, Ti A€yw, Té0ev dpfwuat 
Ta8 érevxopevn Kambed Cova’ ; 
and Eur. Med. 1409— 
Opnva Knamdeda 
paprupépevos Baipovas, 
In both cases the MSS. have émBod¢w. 


fer? 
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It is the same tendency which gives ’Apeomayirns and 
"Apeonayitixds from "Apewos méyos, and redgws and tedeoby 
from TéAevos. 

But whether xaradove. or katadder is written in Aristo- 
phanes, the general rule remains unaltered, that Aovw 
supplies those forms in which the ending is not preceded 
by a short connecting vowel, and Adw those in which it is. 
The testimony of Phrynichus is very distinct (cp. Eustath. 
Od. 1560. 28: Aovpevos’ otrw yap ot’ Arrikol, ov pry Aovdpevos ; 
Photius, AodcAar A€yovow, odx? AoverOar), and it is more 
than borne out by the test of metre— 

eit avtov amédov Kakdbaip 6 8 ov pada. 
Arist. Vesp. 119. 


ézeit €dotpev. B. vip At’, eddaiywv ap’ Hv. 


Plut. 6£7. 
6rav dvapiOuav apyvpid.oy tvyx7H 
ivOpwmos ovtos 7) Kabnrar Novpevos. 

Av. 1622. 
THS yuvatkos Aovpevns. 

Pax 1139. 


avnp yépov wWexpa Oaddrrn ovpevos. 
Plut. 658. 


oe a a an > a7 
ooTis oe Oepuw yor AodaOaL TpaTov ovK Eace. 
Nub. 1044. 


p) \ / XN a \ \ 4 Pia. 
a\Aa TavTas xpi Tapadodcbat Kat Tovs omdyyous Eav. 
Id. ‘ Anagyrus.’ 


Aristophon, ‘ The Pythagorist’ (Athen. 6. 238 C)— 


vowp b€ Tivev, Batpaxos’ amodatdoa O3pwv 


Aaxdvav Te, Kam’ mpos TO pH AodaOa, pUTos. 
Antiphanes, ‘ Malthace’ (Clem. Alex.)— 


opto, Ktevicer’, exBEeBnke, TplBerat, 


AovTal, oKoTEITaL, oTEAAETAL, pupiceral. 
Pherecrates, ‘The Oven or Wake’ (Pollux, 10. 181)— 


BAN ‘ ” / / 
7/0n pev wav Aovpevw TpoGovvuTal. 
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Menander, ‘ Anger’! (Athen. 4. 166 A)— 
GAN” ovK eAovpny TEVTAKLS THS 7MEpas. 
Ephippus (Athen. 2. 48 B)— 


c > eS ca / 

@s €y@ oKipTo TahaL 
<4 c , / > b x \ Fi 
SOV podoTVvoa oTP@PaT EOTL KAL [Ups 


Aodpar WaxaorTots. 


By the rule given above, all the forms of the subjunctive 
and optative, active and middle, are derived from Aovo. 
The other moods of the present and imperfect tense are 
inflected as follows, the forms from Aéw being printed in 
spaced type :— 


PRESENT INDICATIVE. 


ACTIVE. MIDDLE. 
S. 1. dovw Lodpat 
2. Aovers over 
3. Aover Aotrat 
D.2. Aodttor Lotadov 
3. AovToOY Aotobov 
P.1. Aodpev Lotpeda 
2. AovTe Aotobe 
3. Aovovor AOVVTAL. 
IMPERFECT. 
S. 1. €Aovy ehovpnv 
2. é€Xdovs ehovou 
3. €dov éAovTo 
D.2. éAovTov éALotabov 
3. €AovTHY eLovadnv 
P.1. éAotpev eLovpeba 
2. é€AODTE éhotvobe 
3. €Xovv €AovvTo. 


! ’Opyn, his first play, B. c, 322. 
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IMPERATIVE. 


ACTIVE. MIDDLE. 
S. 2. Aod dovov 
ALovT@ Lovcbw 
D.2. Aotrov Aodabov 
AovTwv Aovcbwp 
P. 2. Aotre Aotabe 
3. ovvTarv Aovcbwyv. 
INFINITIVE. 
ove otc bat. 
PARTICIPLE. 
Aov’wv, Aovodca, Aor NoUpEVOS, 7, OV. 
Clovis 





Avowneisbat TTAourdpy@ pév éott mepi duommiac Bt- 
BAlov, ToOTo 6mep oletat SHAOtV TO évTpEeTrecbat Kal UH 
dvréyetv Of atd8d. GAAG cHuaiver A duc@mMia Mapa Toic 


apyatoic THY UPopaciv kal TO UToTTTEvELV, 


‘Idem pronunciant Moeris p. 125, Suidas s.v. Zonaras 
Lex. p. 585, et Thomas p. 255, neque errant. Avowzeiodar 
et ionicum vezetcbar, quantum ex etymo intelligi potest, 
preprie de oris confusione dicitur, quae ex variis pertur- 
bationibus, metu, suspicione, pudore existit. Sed veteres 
illi tantum de praesensione instantis periculi vel molestiae 
usurparunt.’ Lobeck. Plato, Polit. 285 B, pa dvvarov 
clvat dvowrovpevov ravecba.: Legg. 11. 933 A, bvewmov- 
pévous pos GAAjAovs: Phaedr. 242 C, cal tws CSvewmovpny .. - 
py te... apelpwo: Demosth. 127. 25, kal tovs eis tod’ ind- 
yovtas vpas dpOv ovk dppwde adda dvcwrodpar: Xen. Mem. 2. 


I. 4, Tadra yap (ra (Ga) byTov Ta pev yaoTpl deAcaCopeva, Kal 
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/ ” 4 of Ed 3 / a Nike 
para evia dvoewTovpera, Guws TH ETLOvULa Tod hayely ayopera 


\ x = 
mpos TO deA€ap GAloKeTaL, TA OE TOTH EvedpeveTat. 


CE iT: 








ZaATUKTHC’ TO OOKiMOV Sta TOD Kk, Ovyi S€ Ota TOO o, Kai TO 


sadtioat did To o Tapattod, dia Tob E de Aére. 





The testimony of inscriptions is given by Herwerden 
(Test. Lap. p. 64) as follows: ‘ Zadzuxtijs, cadmoTHs. 2. 
444, 44. 445, 18. 446, 40 (qui tituli ad sec. 2. a. C. pertinere 
putantur) exhibent cadmixrds. Bis oadzxryjs legitur 3. 
1284 (37/8, p. C.), bis 3. 1288, praeterea 3. 1284 et 1285. 
Tertiae quae in codd. nostris reperiri solet cadauyx7ys in 
titulis Atticis nec vola est nec vestigium.’ 

This evidence has little bearing upon the Attic period, as 
the word is not found in Attic inscriptions before the second 
century, so that Liddell and Scott are in grave error when 
they say, ‘The Inscriptions are in favour of cadmyktis.’ 

No manuscript can be of any value in such a question, 
and for the present the authority of Phrynichus must be 
regarded as the guide best to follow. The analogy of 
ovpixtys and doppixtys is in favour of his dictum. Ac- 
cordingly, if cdAmvyéa is retained in Homer, I]. 21. 388, yet 
ésddmiéa should be restored to Archippus, ap. Athen. 6. 
322 A— 

cddmns & ecddmé Ent d6Bodors picbov Pépwr, 
and to Xenophon, An. 1. 2. 17, while the more numerous 
instances of gadmvyxtis should receive a still shorter shrift. 


CEAVILL 





"Agiepmoat' kai toro PaBurpivoc’ at dé KablepHoat. 
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The verb adiep6 is good Greek, but not as an equivalent 
of kaOvep6. In Aesch. Eum. 451— 


mddar mpos GAXows Tadr adrepdpeda 


y \ a \ c a / 
OlKOLaL Kal PoTotaL Kal pUYTOLs ToOpots, 


it is found in the sense of ddoo.odr, the force of the prepo- 
sition being the same as in dmodovew, amoudooey, aTo- 
popyviva, etc. There is no instance in Classical Greek 
of ddepoty in its late sense as equivalent to caOvepodv. For 
the treatise ‘de Morbo sacro, which sometimes goes under 
the name of Hippocrates, is probably a late work. In it 
(Hipp. p. 301. 36) aduepotv is equivalent to kavepodv: Epo O€ 
dokeovow ol TpOToL TOOTO TO VOoHpAa AdpiepooarvTeEs TOLOvTOL EivaL 


BA e \ a 2 \ 4 NBS: te 
avOpwrot oto. Kal viv elor payou Te Kal KaPapTal Kal ayvprat. 


CLS 





KoAAGBouc Tovc év TH AUpa H MEV GAAH OLGAEKTOC A€Eret” 
00 @povtic ‘ImtoKAeidH g@aoil. ot d€ we “AbHvaioc Aere 


KOAAOTIAC. 








Even in late Greek xédAAaBos for koAAoy is very rarely 
met with. In Attic ckéAAaBou were a kind of loaves: Athen. 
2700).D ; At dkans 507, bax 100, 


Cex? 





Niupa 6 moAve A€ret, Hipeic GmoviTTpov A€popev, coc 


> ‘ \ c > > > , 
Aptotopavue Kat ol dup avtov. 





4) 5) , 5) / € I 
4OTEP ATOVLTT POV €KXEOVTES coTepas, 
Ar. Ach. 616. 


“Anovippa pro sordibus elutis Clem. Alex Paed. 2. 3. 
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Hoeschel. Simplex viwpa ne in recentiori quidem Graeci- 
tate frequentatum v. ad Thom. p. 100. Veteribus autem 
plane ignotum fuisse videtur.’ Lobeck. 


Cea: 





> \ > 


Ni ta Ge: SpKoc ruvatkdc, OU UH GVHp OpeEtTaL et UH 


FUVOLKLZOLTO. 


Photius, pa To 06, yovaiketos GpKos* SviKOs S€ duvvover THY 
Kédpnv kat tiv Arjpnrpav. dvdpdor dé od ampere TobTOv duvbvat. 
In Ar. Eccl. 155 a woman dressed as a man betrays 
herself by this expression— 
A. €uol pev ov doKel pa Tw Oe. 
SS x / / a \ a 4 
pa To Oed; TaAaLVAa TOD TOV VvodY ExeELS ; 


/ ’ ~ > XS ys tal > wv / 
Ti 6 €oTws; ov yap bn Tlely y NTNOG oe. 


wp oy 


pa At’, GAN avijp dv To Oe® KaTdpocas, 

kalro. Ta y GAN eizodoa bekidrara. 

Among the Spartans, however, vai 7 oiw referred to the 
Dioscuri, and might be used by men as well as women: 
Ar. Lys. 81; Xen. Anab. 6. 6. 34, etc. In the mouth ofa 
Boeotian, in Ach. 905, val t® o16 probably refers to Am- 
phion and Zethus. 


ClUx xl 








MecoddktvAa: évautiaca tobto aKovcac Tobvoud. A€Eroptev 


3 ‘ ’ n ’ 
oUv, Ta MEGA TOV OaKTUAYY. 





‘Vellem narrasset nobis nauseator Phrynichus fabrica- 
torem vocabuli, cujus tanta est raritas ut lexicographis 
plane non innotuerit. Reperimus tamen apud Dioscor- 
idem 4. 188, payddes ev perodaxrvdos. Lobeck. 


nr 
ioe) 
nbn 
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CEX xiii: 





Adotaupoc ot pév viv ypavrat emi Tv TovHpay Kai GEtov 


ctavpod: ot b€ Gpyator emi TOO KaTaTUFovoc, 





‘Adoravpos pro homine improbo generaliori sensu usur- 
passe videntur Theopompus (Athen. 4. 167 B) et Alciphro, 
pet o7rextr. Jlobeck. 


CLs 





Ma&Ab ovk épeic, bd UGAHC MEVTOL, 





The accusative i76 pddnv, which some read in this place, 
is not found till very late writers like Anna Comnena (9. 
p- 254), and was not written by Phrynichus. No Classical 
writer uses pddn, except in the phrase t76 padys, but that 
occurs with frequency. 

KuTreita Odpv On tro padns Hees EXwv ; 

Ar. Lys. 985. 

Plato, Gorg. 469 D, AaBov iro padrns eyxeipidvov: Legg. 7. 
789 C, AaBdvtes i706 padns ExacTos, Tovs pev éhdtrovas (dpriHas) 
els Tas xelpas, peiCovs 8 b7o THY ayKdAny évtds—a sentence 
which indicates how fixed the phrase had become: Xen. 
Hell. 2. 3. 23, Eupidia t76 pddns exovtes : 

gor efehov €x Tod Avxvovxov Tov AdxvOY 

pkpod Kataxavoas dal?’ éavtdv, td pddns 

T) yaoTpl paddov Tob b€ovTos Tpocayayev" 

Alexis, ap. Athen. 15. 698 F. 

Diphilus, ap. Athen. 11. 499 D. 

Demosthenes has the phrase metaphorically, 848. 12, 
GANG pv odd’ els odd B00 Tadr’ Yoacw, odd’ b7O padns 7 TPO- 


/ a lal n 
KAnois yéyovev GAN ev TH ayopa peon, TOAAOY TapovTOD, 
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CEXXYV. 








Meristavec: *Avtioyoc 6 coptotHc BiBAlov Tt UTErpagev 


"Aropay émirpapouevov, EvOa ToUVoUd EOHKeV tcwc Me- 


vavdpa aKkoAoveroac, oO rap SH Tivt TOV Gpyai@v: Fpeic 
d€ OU peErlaTdvec EmMOuEVOL ToOlc Gpyatotc Avdpdotv, GAAG 


, 


uéra Suvapevouc Aépouey, 





The passage, or passages, of Menander have not come 
down to us. Sturtz, in Dial. Maced. p. 182, has shown that 
this and other words date from Macedonian times. 

The collocation péya dvvaya is met with in the following 
places, Hom. Od. 1. 276— 


ayy irw és peyapov Tatpos péya dvvapervo.o’ 
Herod. 2. 143, dvijp péya duvdpuevos, (cp. 7. 5, dvvdpevos ev 
Aaxkebaipou péyiota €eivov): Aesch. Eum. 950— 
peya yap dvvarat 
mote ’Epwis mapa rt abavaros* 


Eur. Hel. 1358 (ch.)— 


/ > lal 
péeya Tor dvvatar veBpdv 


TapTotkiAor oToAlbes” 
Ar. Ran. 141— 
os peya b0vac00v TmavTaxyod TH bv’ dBode" 


Thue. 2. 29, dvvdpevov map aire péya xte.: id. 6, 105, aloda- 
vopevos avtovs péya Tapa Bacirei dvvacOa: Plato, Rep. 2. 
366 A, ai rederal peya bvvayvrar. Xenophon has it very 
frequently. So paddov, mAéov, petCov, péyiota, padiora dv- 
vac0a. This use of péya must be carefully distinguished 
from its use with adjectives, which is unknown to Attic 
Prose or Comedy, though found in Ionic, Tragedy, and 
Xenophon (see p. 28). 
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CEXOXV 1. 





Aortoc’ wc ol TOAAOL A€fouctyv émmt TOO detvod elmeElv-Kal 
byHAol ov TLWéactV OL Apyaiot, GAN Emi TOO Ta év ExdoTw 


EOvel EMYMpLa EEHPOULEVOL ELTIELDWC, 





‘Recte Thomas et Moeris ab Atticis Aoyiovs dici rovs 
moAvioropas contendunt, a vulgo scribentium revs AextTiKods.’ 


Lobeck. 
CE xXOeviie 








"EEtagovtat’ Kal ToUTO Papapivoc A€ret KAaK@C, 


idtoGGGat rap TO ToLodToOV A€rouGLy ot Gpyatot, 





According to Antiatt. p.96, Diphilus used the defaulting 
word, *Efiéidcacbat’ Aipidos’Emitpory : but there is no other 
instance till writers like Diodorus, Strabo, etc. Idv0dcOat, 
on the other hand, is common enough, and é£:dv0da1 also 
is met with, as in Xen. Hell.2. 4.8; Tsocraamew, 

Certainly the form in -ém was the natural one for a 
Classical Greek to use. Verbs in -d¢w from adjectives in -os 
are rare at the best, and though dripdéw, duaAacrd@, and 
one or two more bear a transitive meaning, the majority of 
such words are neuter—dvtid(w, iodo, jAviddw, jovydte, 
PETpLaCw, vealw, poOid(w, sxvOpwrd Cw, éevPepiddw, and others. 


CLAXV WT: 





Mokac pi Aépe, GAAG MUKHTAC, 





wy” a Tal 4 
Erewou yotv rotow AdvxvoLs ovToLL PUKYTES, 
“” $3 lal oe Lal 
piret 6 Oray Todr 7 Toveiy veTov pdd.oTa. 
Ar, Vesp. 262. 
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In 2. 60 Athenaeus quotes from Antiphanes and Ephippus. 
The former poet supplies the lines— 


pontas @povs av dayeiv €40l d0Kd, 
and— 

Onra pikntas Tpiwivovs Tovadt dvo 
while the latter has the words— 

iv Somep of ptxntes anonvigapl ce. 
Even in late writers the correct form often appears, and 
with the passage of Aristophanes may be compared the 
line of Agathias— 

pnmote, AvxvE, pUKNTA Pé€pors, myd OuBpov eyetpocs 3” 
and with Ephippus another of Strato— 

tis kddvKas ovveKpive Bato; Tis ciKa pKnoW ; 
The form pvxn was, however, not merely late (Theophrast. 
Fr. de Sig. 3. 5; Aristias, Nicander, ap. Ath. 9. 372 F, etc.), 
but entered the Common dialect from the Doric, as 
Athenaeus quotes from Epicharmus the words— 


c \ 7, C fee 3 , lal 
oloval pias dp emuoxAnkdres TLEEiobe. 


CXC X: 





Abtétpogoc pH Aére, GAN oikdattoc, wc ’AeHvaiot’ 


UHde OlKOFEVA, GAN olkOTpLBa. 





The words that follow in the manuscripts and editions— 
pamore 6€ Kal TO olkoyerijs ws boKlyum xpnotéov—cannot be by 
Phrynichus, even if the clause preceding them is assigned 
to him. As it is, they are an idle iteration of the 
erroneous part of his article. The words olxérpup and 
olxoyerns are both excellent Attic terms. 

Athenaeus discusses olxdovros in 6, 247, quoting from 
Anaxandrides, ‘ The Hunters ’— 


«yy ‘ os 
vids yap olkdattos nbv ylyvera.. 
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Antiphanes, ‘ The Scythian ’— 
TAXY yap ylyverat 
KaKKANoTLAGTIS OlKOCLTOS. 
Menander, ‘ The Ring’— 
olkdaitov vupdtov 
ovdey Seduevov poids eevpykapev. 
Id. ‘The Harper -— 
ovK oixoairovs Tovs axpoards AapBdves. 
These passages show the meaning of the word to have 
been self-supporting, with an income of one’s own. 


Suidas: Oilxdéowros’ 6 éavTov Tpépor. 


CLXXX, 





To dAoc@upatov EkBaAde Kai HTOL o@UpHAaToOV Aére. 





The editions add 7 6Adc¢vpov, which cannot have come 
from the hand of Phrynichus, although Photius has the 
gloss, “Oddogupov' 1d ddoop¥parov: and Hesychius, “Odd- 
oppor’ doopvparot. Lobeck is wrong in considering the a 
in dAocpUparos asin any way a departure from ordinary 
usage. If there had been an Attic verb ogupay, its verbal 
would have been ofvparos, not ofvpytos. Spuphdraros stands 
on quite a different footing. 


CLS 





‘OnwpommmAuc: Tobe ol Gropatot Aérouowy, ot dé Tre- 


’ > , c \ Ls 
TALOEULEVOL OTT@p@vHe @c Kat AHMOGBEVHC, 








The passage referred to is De Cor. 314. 13, cdka kal 
Borpus Kai éAalas ovddéywr, Somep drwpdryns ex Tov addo- 
tplwv Xwpiwv. As dxépa and even éxépa were good Attic 
for the ‘fruits of autumn,’ it seems ultra-purism to find fault 
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with dmwpomo ns. Plato, Legg. 8. 844 D, ds av dypolkov 
dmépas yevonTat, Botptwr Eire Kal cvKwv: Isaeus, 88. 27, xaré- 
Aimev ErimAa, TpdBata, KpLOas, oivoy, dmopas, €€ Sv éevemdbAnoav 
TeTpaKkiox wAias évvakocias. 

“Thomas drwpév ovijtwp ot ayopator, od b& dzapeérns, qui 
cum cetera e Phrynicho hauserit, mirum mihi est, unde 
illud é7wpo7#édns omiserit, vocabulumque nunquam lectum, 
neque plebeii coloris, @vijtwp dmwpdv sublegerit. Photius 
dzwpevas @vnTas d7épas interpretatur .... Pollux vi. 128 
dmwpevys et drwpoTédns eodem loco habet, neque deatpéuvns 
et Oeatpom@Ans, éAawvyns et €Aao7m#Ans differunt: quod valet 
de omnibus, qui coémunt aut conducunt per aversionem, 
quae singulis divendant.’ Lobeck. 


CLXXXII. 





Nosa0c, voosiov’ Gymotv Aeitet TO €. Std TOOTO GddOKiuwa’ 
A€fe Ovv veoTTéc, veottiov (va Gpyaioc paivH. vocsdptov ék- 
' 


BAHTEOV TEAEODC, 








‘Nihil eorum quae hic a Phrynicho reprehenduntur in 
Attici sermonis monimentis cernitur” Even in Menander, 
quoted by Photius and Suidas s. v., there is no necessity 
to read roy votrov for rov veorrdv as TO veotriov better serves 
the purpose— 

Kal TETTApwY YOY peETa TOTO, piATdtn, 


TO VvEoTTLov. 


CLAS ALE: 








XpUcea, drpipea, yaAkea, Kudvea, Tadta “laka dtatpou- 
meva, YpH ov Aérelv ypucd, dprupad, Kvava Tov arTt- 


Ki20vTa. 
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Xpucoic A€re. TO rap ypvceoc “lakév, woattwe Kal 
Gprupotc GAAG MH apripeoc’ yadKotc, kuavodc kal Ta 


OMOLG, 





‘Ex scriptoribus qui aetatem tulerunt prope nullus 
reperitur tam antiquus tamque incorruptus quin vel sua 
vel librariorum culpa eo declinarit.’ Lobeck. The open 
forms are quite alien to Attic proper. For ovddpeos in 
Comedy see p. 49. 


CLs 








"Extp@oat kai Extpwua taita pede, Aére be €EaUBAO- 
GAL Kat GUBAWMA Kal GUBAIGKEL, 
Eé€TPWoEV H FUVH UH Aéres EEHMBAWOE O€. 
"Extpwua wHde TodTO A€re, EEGUBAWNA BE KaL Gp- 


BAWOpidtov. 





Of these three sentences the two second have been 
brought from a later place in the manuscripts, where they 
are in juxtaposition. 

Lobeck’s note on these words is peculiarly apt, but 
vitiated by his inability to draw the just inference from 
his facts. They are these :— 

*Extitpéoxw, Herod. 3. 32, kat piv extpwodoav amobaveiv: 
Hippocr. de Steril. 686. 27, iv yuri) extirpdoxn aéxovoa: id. 
de Aer. 287. 28, mpos ro api extitpaoKecOa. Tpwopds= 
extpwopuds, Hipp. 206 D et freq.; titpwopds, id. 601. 30; 
Aristotle, H. A. 7. 4, p. 585. 22, xal exrirpdoxovoal tives 
cuvéhaBov awa: id. 9. 3, p. 610. 35, extitpdoKker cay TUXN 
xvovoa: id. De Gener. An. 4. 5, p. 773. 18, xujpara éxninre 
TapaTAHTla Tois Kadovpévois extpouacw : Dioscorides, 3. 147, 
pact b€ Ort Kay eyxvos trepBi Thy méav extitpdcker: Plut. 


Mor. 974 D, xatapabeiv rats éyxtous thy Bordynv Tapelxov 
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extTpwrikny ddvayuww éxovcav. Add Diodorus, Apollonius 
Dyscolus, ‘et recentiores medicos.’ 
"E€apBrloxw, Ar. Nub. 137— 
A. dmepipepiyvws tHhv Ovpay A€eaKTiKas 
kal dpovtid é&nuBrwxas e€nupnyevny. 
B. GAN eizé por TO Tpaypa TovénuPBAwpEvov. 

Plato, Theaet. 150 E, moAdol aajdOov mpwairepov Tod dé€- 
ovtos, ameAOovtes 5& TA TE AorTa EENpBAwWoaY Kal TA dT euod 
patevOevta KakOs tpépovtes amoddeoav: id. 149 D, rikrew Te 
kal apBAtoxewv. The existence of dpBdrwfploiov in the 
Orators is proved by Harpocration’s gloss: ’AuBAwOpld.oy' To 
ap Prev Bpépos, and dyBdwos Pollux quotes from Lysias, 
and duBdwpa from Antiphon. (Pollux, 2. 7.) 

Moreover in Tragedy either word might be used— 

Hpets yap el onv Taida pappaxevouer 
kat vnddy e€apBrdodper. 
Eur. Andr. 356. 
Hesychius preserves éxtitpdoxm in Sophocles: AuBddvoxeu" 
efapBrot Kupiws b& em dumédov' Kal extitpéoKer, LooxdArs 
’Avépopedy. 

The words are a type of many others. Tuirpdéoxw or 
extitpooxw—the older word in this connection—was ousted 
in Attic by éfayPAloxw, but reappeared in the Common 
dialect with its early meaning—a meaning which it had 
never lost in the dialect of tragedy, the representative of 
Early Attic. 


CIR XN. 


Avoi ur Aére, GAAG duoiy, duelv O Eaott ev dSOKtwov, TA 
d€ GAAOKETWC atTd ypricAal Tivac EmtTapaTTeTaL emt rap 


MOVHe fFeviKAc TideTat, Ovyi dé doTIKAC, 





All of this article, except the first five words, is quite 
erroneous, and probably the error is to be explained as in 
U 
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Art. 179. In Attic Greek the only forms of the second 
cardinal number are é6vo0 and évotv—the former being em- 
ployed for the nominative, vocative, and accusative, and 
in earlier writers like Thucydides even for all the cases, 
while the latter is confined to the genitive and dative. The 
dual number is of very frequent occurrence in Attic Greek, 
and as a general rule dvo or dvoty is added, as TH d¥o0 Aes, 
T® Vo veavide, Toty dSvoty OBeotv, Totvy dvolty veavidow. The 
form évo, however, may be attached to substantives in the 
plural, whereas if dvoty is used the substantive must always 
have the inflexion of the dual number, except it be an 
abstract noun. This rule was first formulated by Elmsley, 
and the exception first perceived by Wecklein: ‘Com- 
probatur igitur quod statuit Elmsleius ad Eur. Med. 798 
Not., dvotv apud Atticos duali semper jungi, 6vo vero inter- 
dum plurali, dummodo veteres Atticos intellegamus. Cor- 
rigit Elmsleius Aesch. Eum. 600, dvoiv yap cixe mpooBodas 
pracparow, ubi libri pawpdtov, Ag. 1384, Kav bdvoiv olpwy- 
parow, ubi libri oipeypacr. Pers. 720 dualem M. cum aliis 
libris exhibet (dvoty orparevyarow) cfr. Ch. 304, dvoty yuvai- 
Kolv, 944 dvoly placropow, 1047 dvotv dpakovrow. Elms- 
leium secutus est G. Hermannus, Dindorfius, libros Weilius. 
Vide ne apud Tragicos alia ratio sit in nominibus ab- 
stractis. Sophoclem quidem video in hominibus etiam 6dvo 
semper cum duali jungere (cfr. Phil. 539, dvdpe dvo, O. R. 
1505, O. C. 532, Ant. 533, dvo & dra—hoc enim eandem 
vim habet—Ant. 55, ddeApe dvo, 989, dv e& Evds BAETOVTE)— 
ut uno loco Trach. 539, 60 otcat, vel in 6v ovca, vel in bv 
ovte corrigi debeat, contra dicere Phil. 117, d¥o dwpypara. 
Itaque valde dubito an Aeschylus in abstracto pudopara, 
oiywypyara duali usus non sit, et ut velis Eum. 600, dvoiv 
piacparow scribere Ag. 1383 dativum dual. nom. abstracti 
nullo modo probaverim. Cho. 931, autem révde mutari 
debet in roivée. (Wecklein, Curae Epigraph. pp. 16, 17.) 
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CEA | 





“Orotc UH A€re, Cc TLVEC TOV FPGMMATLKM@V GAN al. 
) 


Phrynichus is here reprehending those grammarians who 
suggested that, because ra, the nominative, and é7wr, the 
genitive plural, might be regarded as belonging either to 
the second or third declension, therefore the dative could 
be érows as well as oof. They were led astray by the 
anomalous accentuation of the genitive plural érwy,and the 
genitive-dative dual érow, these cases being accented as if 
from @rov. 


CLXAXXVIL. 





Meipakec kai peipaé’ H Mev kwWUwdia Tater TA ToLadra* 
TO rap peipae Kai petpaKec Emi OHAELV TaTTOVGLV, TO be 


MELPAKIGKOC KAi MELPAKLOV KGL [LELPAKUAALOV ETT Avopay, 





The zai¢e. refers to places like that in Cratinus— 
modaTas tyas elvar ddoKwv, @ pelpaxes, ovK av awaprety, 
where «ikds atrovs OndvKi Tpoonyopia oKeémTEL TOs TATXN- 
tiavras. Otherwise the distinction is carefully observed by 

Attic writers. 

Mefpag, of a girl, in Ar. Eccl. 611, 696, 1138, Plut. 1071, 
1079, Thesm. 410; Xenarchus, Ath. 13. 569 A; Cratinus, 
Ath. 2. 49 A. 

Metpdxiov, of a boy, in Ar. Eq. 556, 1375, Nub. 917, 928, 
990, 1000, 1071, Vesp. 687, Av. 1440, Ran. 1071, Eccl. 
702, Pl. 88. 975, 1038, 1096; Theopompus, Ath. 14. 649 B; 
Philyllius, Ath.11. 485 B; Epicrates, Ath. 2. 59 C etc.; Plato, 
Prot. 315 D, Parm. 126 C, Conv. 215 D, Apol. 18 C, 34 C; 
Charm. 154 B, Theaet. 142 C, 144 C, 168 E, 173 B, Gorg. 485 
A, C, D, 499 B, Rep. 468 B, 497 E, 498 B, Lach. 179 D, 200 
D, Legg. 658 D, etc.; Aeschines, 6. 14, 25. 3, 50.26; Isaeus, 
55-7; Lysias, 96. 24,97. 18; Xenophon, Mem. I. 2. 42, etc. 

U 2 
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MeipaxvdAvov, of a boy, Ar. Ran. 89 ; Anaxandrides, Athen. 
6. 227 C; Epicrates, id. 262 D; Demosthenes, 539, 23. 

On the other hand, either perpaxloxos or petpaxioxn may 
be used—the former occurring in Alexis, Ath. 12. 544 E, 
id. 10. 421 D; Plato, Phaedr. 237 B, Rep. 7. 539 B, Theag: 
122 C; the latter in Ar. Ran. 409, Pl. 964. 

The words are not known to Tragedy. The Attic rule 
is thus just the converse of the Latin, which gave puella for 
the feminine, but for the masculine the unqualified puer. 
In late Greek the above distinction is not observed. 





CL XO 





"Avadecdbat KaK@c ol LdidTaL Gd dE GvaBGAAOLAL Mael, 
oi rap émi tovTov TdtTovTec TO GvabEcbat GuUapTavoust. 
Méroust sap avartibepat eloaveic TO Mparua, GrvoobvTeEc, wc 
TO GyaTidévat UO GHEalvel, Ev MEV TO METOPIFV@cKElv EM’ 
oic elpHke, Kal GppHTa Totetv, ETepov & aGvarTiwWEevat TO 


poprtiov. 





The word iduétys has its usual sense of an untrained 
man, one who does not know. Phrynichus finds fault with 
the use of dvari#euar in the sense of dvaBddAdAopa, put off, 
which it bears in late writers, as in Themist. de Anima, 3, 
TobTo yap dvebéueba éemicxeWacba, we put off discussing this 
point, and in his own example, dvarlOeuar eioadOis 7d Tpayya, 
I put off the business for another time (lit. to again). He 
recognizes as Attic only two significations, the one, fo re- 
tract what one has said and do what one has not suggested, 
the other, to put on one’s shoulders. The former meaning 
is found in Plato, Gorg. 461 D, kal éywye €0€Aw TGV @podo- 
ynpevov avabécba 6 tt dv ob BovAn: id. 462 A, Prot. 354 E, 
Phaed. 87 A; Xen. Mem. 1. 2. 44, etc., the Jatteguaum 


Lys. I10. 7, dvaOéyevos 6 6 Bonddtns GxeTo atdywv Ta Edda. 
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This second sense is, with the necessary modification, also 
found in the active. That of retract is a metaphor from 
draughts, as is shown by a note in Harpocration’s lexicon: 
*AvabécOau’ *Avtipady ev TO Tlepl dpovotas, ‘ avabécOar 5€ GoTeEp 

A A / > v 3’ >) \ a cal / 
metTov Tov Blov ovK EoTiW. avTl TOD avobev Bidvar peTavon- 
5 a , Pes, SS yd 5 a 
cavras él TH TpoTEpw Biw* eElpynrat SE Ex preTahopas TOV TeT- 
revouevov’ Iddtrov év ‘Inmdpx@ 7) PidoKépder. The passage 
of Plato is 229 E, adda pay Kal dovep TeTTEdwr EOEAW oor 


év Tots Adyous avabéabar 6, Te BovrAE TOY elpnyevar. 


ClO EX: 








Zravepoc dvepwroc’ obrwc od ypHvrat ol Gpyatot, GAAG 
STAaBEPa HEV HEGHUBPIa A€povoL Kal GTaBEPA FaAHVH, GTA- 
Bepdc d€ Gvepwmoc ovdaydc, GAN EuBpteHc’ Ob KAaAwC Ovv 


PaBpawpivoc cstabepdc dvepwrroc eEitev. 








The phrase oradepa peonpBpla is referred to by Plato, 
Phaedr. 242 A, pi ye, ® Séxpares, mply dv TO Kadua TapEed- 
On 7j odx Spas @s oxEbov 7j6n peonpBpta torarar 7) 67 Kadov- 
pevn ota0epd? and Photius, in addition to this passage, 
quotes the adjective from Aeschylus and Aristophanes, 
Tives Kal emi Tov ctacipov ws Aloxvaos év Poxaywyots, stabepou 
xedpatos, kal Apiotoparns ev Ipodywri, otabepa Sé kddug veapas 
#Bys. The word, as a whole, is much more frequent in late 
than in Classical Greek. 


Se. 








*Avameceiv 00 KaA@C Emi TOO GvaKALOAVaL TaTTETAL, Eav O 
éni Tod THY woyHy GOHUOVAGGL, KaAdC" Olov dVETTEGEV av- 


Opwroc ayTi TOO THY WUYHV HOUMHGEY. 


Besides its primitive signification of fall back, avaninrew, 


294 THE NEW PHRYNICAUS. 


was employed as-a technical term for throwing oneself 
back in rowing, as is well shown by Polybius, 1. 21. 2, dua 
ndyras avaninrew éd attovs ayovtas Tas xelpas Kal maALy 
mpovevew e&wOodvras Tatras. In this sense the word is met 
with in (Xen.) Oec. 8. 8, év raéer pev KdOnvra, ev taker de 
mpovetovow, év ra€e. 8 dvaninrovow, and in Cratinus (Ath. 
I. 23 B), poOlae xavamunte. 

In the metaphorical sense Thucydides (1. 70) has vixo- 
pevor er eddxiotov avaninrover: and Demosthenes (411. 3), 
déd0uKa pi) Gvarentwxodtes Ate. In the last writer it is also 
applied to things (567. 12), dvewenT&xer Ta THs €€ddov. 
There is no instance in Attic Greek of the meaning recline, 
as in the passage of Alexis, quoted by Athenaeus in I. 23 
E, the verb has a special reference. 


CXC 


"Avakettar’ Kal TOOTO GAAO Mev Tap avTOIC GHUAtvel, 
dvr GAAov d€ TO Tv TOAAGV TidbeTat. "AvaKELTaL pev 
rap dvoptac kal GVGOHMATA KaAdC Epeic, AVAKELTAL 


0 €mi THC KAIVHC OUKETL, GAAG KEITAL. 





As is well-known, xetwat is always used in Attic Greek as 
the perfect passive of riOny., the perfect ré@ejar being 
always middle in meaning. Accordingly, dvdkeysar as 
naturally refers to dva@jyara and dvopidvtes, as it supplies 
a perfect passive to dvari@nu. in phrases like dvariévar ra 
Tpaypata, S. tiv aitlay tit. Herodian represents some 
comic poet as ridiculing that use of the verb which Phry- 
nichus here reprehends, Pierson’s ed. p. 441: Karaxeto@au 
éml TOV EoTLMpevwr, avakeicOar & emt elkdvey Kal avdpidvTwv* 
eimévTos yodv Tivds *Avéxeoo!, 6 Kwpixos alloy évipidvtas 
éotias Edn. 


1 "Avante, the reading of the editions, cannot be right. 
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CAEL. 





"AvTiBadeiv’ Kai Tobe Etepdv Tt oHuGiver Kai ETepwc bm6 
TOV MOAAMY A€feTat’ GHUGIvet fap TOLOdTOV TIL, dTOLOV TO 


avtTitieévar Aéretat d€ viv avTi TOO GvTavarve@vat. 








The manuscripts have avari@evat, which sprang from dv7u- 
dévat, produced by the accidental omission of one of the 
two adjacent syllables. Phrynichus, in App. Soph. p. 27. 10, 
again remarks upon this late use of dv71.8ddAew: ’Avtava- 
yvavar’ xpnowor, ovk av7iBadreiv, 00d’ avre€erdoa, and a writer 
in the Acfets xpijowol, p. 410. 31, refers to Cratinus for this 
use of avravaytyvéckewy, to read in order to compare. The 
practice is well exemplified by Lobeck: ‘Lexicon zepi 
mvevpatov a Valckenario editum: dvtiypddors braddpois 
(alternis lectionibus) avtiBrnOev Kat dpOwbév, p. 207, iva 
GytiBddns 0 peteypayw Kal xaropOaons Tpos TO avtlypadov . . ' 
Neque id solum in comparatione librorum in exemplaria 
transcriptorum dicitur, sed etiam si quis quaelibet alia 
mapahAnvra e€eracer, ut v. c. €va mpos Eva avTiBareiv Damasc. 
Suid. s. ’Exlxrnros, quod qui integre et sincere loquuntur, 
dvtimapaBdAdew dicere solent. Isocr. 111 B, Plato. Apol. 
41 BY’ 


CXC: 





ZkopmeTat’ “Exataioc prev tTobt0 A€éret “lov adv, 6 


"Attikoc O€ okEddvVUTaL Paol. 





The word is of frequent occurrence in the Common 
dialect, but the passage referred to by Phrynichus is the 
only instance known in Classical Greek. 
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CXC. 





Katasydoat' iatpot uév TobTo A€rouctv Exovtec dtroAoriay, 
@C OVTOC Tapa ToIC Gpyatotc TOO Ecy@v Kal EGYagov kai EKEv- 


TOUV, GAAG KaTAVUEGL Heic A€roptev. 





The evidence of literature does not support Phrynichus 
in his preference for xarav’éa: over katacxdoa. Xenophon 
employs oxda@w in Hell. 5. 4. 58, larpos coxa er tiv mapa To 
pup d€Ba airod, and the word is also found with the 
same meaning in Hippocrates and Aristotle. Hipp. 552. 
40, oxdoa avtod tots aykdvas kal adapéew Tod alparos : 
Aph. 6. 5. 21, oxdew ras ev toils aol Omobev pdéBas: 
Arist. H. A. 21, 603. 15, Bone? rd Aovrpov kal édy Tis oxaon 
v70 THy yAGrray. On the other hand, no Classical writer 
employs xatavicow is any sense, whether lay or medical. 
There is practically nothing in his dictum. Sxd@ and 
vicow were both good Classical words, and the one might 
well be used of opening a vein by cutting, the other by 
pricking ; but in xaravioow, no less than in karacyd¢@, there 
is an attempt at that false emphasis which vitiates all late 
Greek. 


CxCw 





“Péet, eet, mAget. *lakd tadta diatpovmeva. Aé€re 


s con a a 
OUV Pel, 2€l, TIAEL. 








CXENEE 





> , > , > a , 
Edéeto, émAéeto, “lwvikd tadta: 4 dé AtTIKH cuvHeeta 


GUVGIPEl, EdEITO, ETTAEITO, EPpeEtTO, 
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CxXevit: 


TIpocdeicbat A€re, GAAG MH TrPOGdEecbat diatpav, we 


PaBwpivoc A€rwv auwaptavet. 


These articles were brought together by Lobeck. The 
third is not found in the Laurentian manuscripts, or in the 
editions of Callierges and Vascosan. The middle éppetro 
actually does occur in Eur. Hel. 1602— 

ove b& vais éppeito’ TapaxéAevopa 8 Hv KTE. 
being either a natural outcome of the same feeling which 
prompted fevooua, or an artificial imitation of the same. 

If the first person singular present indicative active is 
in its uncontracted form disyllabic, this fact influences the 
contraction of verbs in -€w!, but leaves those in -dw un- 
affected. Thus, while dpdw was contracted to 6pé6, just as 
Tudo to Tyo, and as épdou. was in Attic replaced by 
dpanv, just as tyudoys was replaced by tipdny, yet xéo was 
retained by the side of the contracted 7ov6, and x€ouyu was 
not modified like wovofnv. On the other hand, xées con- 
tracted to xis, just as moveers to Tove’s, and xéer to xe, like 
mo.éet to Tovel. 

The rule for the contraction of verbs like xéw is, how- 
ever, extremely simple. 

They contract only when the vowel « is followed by 
another simple «, or by the diphthongal endings -es and 
-e. of the active. In all other cases their inflexion is 
identical with that of Avw. Their subjunctive and optative 
are consequently regular, yéw, xéns, xén, etc., xéouyst, X€ors, 
xéo1, etc., and in the optative they do not, as polysyllabic 
verbs like wovéw, assume the Attic singular forms in -i», 


“UNS, -ln :— 


1 For verbs in -dw, see p. 274. 
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PRESENT INDICATIVE. 


ACTIVE. MIDDLE AND PASSIVE. 
Sod.  XEO Xeopae 
2. xels X eet 
pom oy et xetTar 
D.2. yetrov xetobov 
3. xeirov xetobov 
P. 1. xéonev xedpueda 
2. xelTE xetobe 
3. x€over X€ovTaL. 
IMPERFECT. 
S.1. éxeov EX EOMNY 
2. €xeLs eX €OU 
3. exe ex eiTo 
D.2. éxetrov €xetoOov 
3. exelrnv exeioOnv 
P. 1. éxéomev éxeopueba 
€xelTE €xetobe 
3. €xeov €X€OVTO. 
IMPERATIVE. 
5.2. xe X€ov 
3. xelTw xelrOw 
D.2. xetrov xetobov 
3. xelTwv xelcbwv 
P.2. xelre xetobe 
3. XedvTwY xeloOwv 
INFINITIVE. 
xXelv : xeloOa. 
PARTICIPLE. 


/ / 
X€wv, X€ovTa, Xeov 


X€ovTos, Xeovans 


X€OMEVOS, 1), OV. 
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The evidence of verse is conclusive— 


wor emerdr EnpeOn, pet pov Td Sdxpvoy ody. 
Arist. Lys. 1034. 
KaTaXEL OV THS Xopdns TO péAL’ Tas onTlas oTdbeve. 
Id. Ach. 1040. 


’ a 


év yn TéverOar aAXdov 7) TAovTOdyTA TAéiv. 
Antiphanes (Fr. Com. 3. 53). 
yépwv ov Kat campos 
Képdous €kat. Kav em puTds TA€oL. 
Arist. Pax 699. 

elmo. Gv GAdovs ef py pnkivew déo.. 

Id. Lys. 1132. 
GANG TAciTw xwpls abtos és Kdpaxas, ei BovdAeTat. 

Id. Eq. 1314. 
ToTapol ev aOapns Kal péAavos Cwpod TAEw 
61a TOV oTEVwTGY TOVOoAyoUYTES EppeEoV. 

Pherecrates, ‘The Miners’ (Ath. 6. 268 E.). 

In fact to this rule, that verbs which have their first per- 
son singular present indicative disyllabic, and ending in 
-ew, only contract in those cases in which the e of their 
stem is followed by another e, or in the active by -«: or -eus, 
there is no exception in Attic verse, except in conjectural 
emendations. Thus Dindorf alone is responsible for such 
forms as 67 for dé) in Arist. Ran. 265, etc. In Arist. Plut. 
216 the Ravenna, it is true, and other manuscripts, read 
kav d¢7, but it is the conjunction and not the verb that 
is amiss, just as the Ravenna also exhibits xdv BovAa for 
ket BovAe in the next line— 

A. éyo ydp, & totr tod. Kav bet py? arobaveiv 
avtTos buampdéw Tatra. 


B. kav Botha y eyo". 


Like Dindorf, Westphal and Veitch go very far wrong 
in making exceptions for themselves. True, éxee(v) is not 


1 Cobet reads xv ypf and xdv BovAn, emendations adopted by Meineke, 
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uncommon in Greek, but it is not an imperfect form, as 
they imagine, but an aorist, and, as such, not subject to 
the rules of contraction. This is conclusively proved, 
first, by the meaning of the passages in which it occurs, 
and, secondly, by the fact that the forms éppee(v) and 
émhee(v) are never found, because the aorists of peo and 
mA€w are Eppevoa and émAevoa. 
That é€xeu is imperfect, éxee(v) aorist, is seen from the 
following examples— 
ovdemor éy® Ilédeuoy oixad’ trodéEouat, 
OX 8) / \ € , v 
ovde Tap eyol ToTe TOV Appod.ov doeTar 
\ 4 \ JEN yo 
ovyKATAKALVELS OTL TapoLVLKOS aYip edu, 
GoTis emt mavt’ aya exovtas émukwpdoas 
cipydoato TdyTa KaKd, KavéTpeTe Ka&éxet 
p) / \ Uj DS lA 
KAPLAXETO KAL TpOTETL TOAAG TpPOKaAOVpPEVOU 
‘mive, katdxeioo, haBe THvde hirorynotay, 
Tas Xdpakas jnmTe TOAY paddov ev TO Tupl, 
1¢/ ry , \ Le) 3 lal b>) iz 
e€exet 0 juwv Bia tov oivoy ex Tov ALTEAwD. 
Arist. Ach. 979-987. 
pb) Ni X\ la) a b) lg 
emel O€ OaTToy Huey npLaTNnKOTES 
c a lal X\ / 
0 Tals TepleiAe Tas TpaTeCas, viata 
eTEXEL TLS, ATEvLCOMEOA, TOvS atepavovs TdAww 


N b) / S) 4 
tous iptvovs AaBdvres eotehavotpeba. 
Dromo, ‘The Music Girl’ (Athen. 9. 409 E). 


Here xagexer, exer, emexer are, by their place in a series 
of imperfects, as conclusively proved to be themselves im- 
perfects as the context of the following shows katéxeev and 
évéxeev to be aorists — 

GXX’ ovK elOero Tois euois ovdey Adyors, 
GAN’ inmepav pov Katéxeev TOV ypnudrwn. 
Arist. Nub. 74. 

Pherecrates, ‘ Coriano’ (Athen. 10. 430 E), in a conver- 

sation between Corianno, Glycé, and Syriscus— 
Co. amor or, & Tdvxn. 


Lan nn 9 / 
Gl. sdapq ’véxeév cor; Co. mavrdmact bev ovv BOwp. 
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Gl. i cipydow; mGs, & Kardpare, 8 évéxeas ; 

Syr. 8v’ tdaros, @ pdyun. Gl. ri 8 otvov; Syr. rérrapas. 
Co. épp és képaxas’ Barpdxow oivoxoety oe det. 

Such passages of prose writers as copyists have cor- 
rupted from ignorance of this natural and simple distinc- 
tion ought at once to be corrected. Thus, in Plato, Rep. 
379, ovvéxeev is right because the aorist is wanted, but in 
Antiphon, 113. 29, évéxee should be substituted for evexes, 
though a few lines above the imperfect évéxes must be 
retained. 

There are two verbs, however, of this class which follow 
the analogy of polysyllables and contract throughout—the 
frequently occurring deiv, Zo bind, and the rare €etv, to polish. 

There is no undisputed instance of the imperfect or any 
mood of the present of &w in Attic writers as the ‘ Theages,’ 
in which (124 B) the participle rév fedvtwy is found is 
certainly not a genuine Platonic dialogue. But in In- 
scriptions the participle occurs twice, and both times con- 
tracted—dvaéév and xaragodvtu'. 

The following lines prove the case with regard to 66— 

Ajpois GvadGv Tovs viKGvTas Tov TAOdTOY eG Tap’ EavTo. 

Arist. Plut. 589. 
tO. 67) ov Tepibod Kal Taxéws avip yevod. 
Idiicclan2 1 
Tov 8 dkovtiwv 
auvoobrtes Op0a tpia Avyvelw xpopeda. 
In Antiphanes, ‘The Knights’ (Athen. 15. 700 C.). 


” c / ‘ / 5 nls 
dye vuv vrohvov Tas KaTaparous epaoas 
tacb. 68 dvtoas brod00 Tt Tas AaKwyiKds, 
Arist. Vesp. 1158. 
the word tzod00 is merely a conjecture of Hirschig’s for 
izddv0t, as iwoAvov in the preceding line for dmodvov or 
trodtov. The reading izodvov is probably right, as dmodvov 


1 See Wecklein, Curae Epigraphicae, p. 32; Herwerden, Lapidum Tes- 
timonia, p. 43. 
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is certainly wrong, and dmodvoev merely an attempt to cor- 
rect it, but there is more doubt about imédv6i. It is true 
that izodetoOa is the ordinary word for ‘ putting on shoes’ 
in every age of Greek, as in the well-known t76 toociy &1- 
caro kaha 7édiAa, and in another passage of Aristophanes— 


trodeicbe & ws Tdxiora Tas Aakwvikds. 
Eccl. 269. 


but the commonly received trodjcacda in Vesp. 1159— 


SN 


eyo yap av tAalny brodncacbal Tore’ 
and trodnodpevos in id. 1168— 

/ bl € / 

dvucdv 700 tbmodnodpevos KE. 


are in themselves merely conjectures of Scaliger’s for the 
manuscript drodvcacba and trodvcdpevos. 

In a passage of ‘The Dolon’ of Eubulus (Athen. 3. 100 
A) there is the same difficulty— 

€y@® KexdpTacpat pev, Uvdpes, OV KAaKOs, 

GAN eipl wAnpys, ote kal podus Tavv 

vredvoeduny Unavta Spev Tas éuBddas” 
but in a line from ‘ The Sirens’ of Theopompus (quoted by 
the Scholiast on Arist. Lys. 45)— 

vT0d00 AaBov Tas TepiBaptdas, 
the ordinary expression is unquestioned. 

It may well be that trodvouat and txédvv were used as 
slang to express the same thing as dzrododpa, and, as slang, 
were not out of place in Comedy, just as the middle of 
oxd(w, ‘cut,’ is used in the sense of our English slang term 
‘cut,’ ‘have done with’ — 

TOUT@Y yevod por TXacdmevos Ty tamKHY, 
ZT. Nubisto 7 
«cut the turf and take to books:’ Plato, Com. (Schol. Ach. 
Coe 
Kat Tas dppids cxdoacbe Kal Tas budakas, 


‘have done with your temper and your gibes.’ 
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This question, however, does not affect the rule of con- 
traction for 66. The texts of prose writers generally 
exhibit the true forms, but not in every case. Thus 
Plato is credited with déov in Phaed. 99, but dodv must be 
restored. In late Greek the uncontracted forms prevailed, 
and it was probably from want of familiarity with the 
shorter and earlier ivodév for their own trodéwy! that led 
the scribes to replace it by i76d wodéy in one passage of 
Plato, Prot. 321 A, émeidt) 6& adrots adAnAAoPOopiey drapvyas 
ennpKeoe, Tpos Tas ex Aids Spas etydpevay evnxavato auduev- 
pos avta muKkvais te Opiél Kal orepéois S€pyacw, tkavots pev 
dpdvar xeava, duvarois b€ Kal katvuata Kal eis ebvas lotow 
dmws UTapxo. TA aiTa TaiTa oTpwpri) olkeia TE Kal avTopvijs 
ExdoT@’ Kal brodGy Ta pev dmAais TA be OpLEt Kat d€éppacr oTeE- 
péots kai dvatyous, where trodév corresponds to dyuduevvis 
above. The true reading was extracted by Badham from 
the i706 wodGv of the manuscripts. 


CreyirT 





"Aptokotroc, GddKiwov. YpH d€ GpToTéTIOc H ApToTOLOC 


A€retv. 





Lobeck considers that in this article the words dproxozos 
and dpromows have changed places, and that Phrynichus 
finds fault only with the latter. At all events dproxdzos 
rests on excellent authority, being quoted from Attic In- 
scriptions (C. I. vol. 1. p. 548, n. 1018), and occurring in 
Piatd, Gote. 518 B; Xen. Hell. 7. 1. 38; Hdt. 1. 51, 9, 
82; whereas dprovoids has at best no better warrant than 
Xenophon (Cyr. 5. 5. 39), and even that weakened by the 
fact that in the passages of Plato and Xenophon already 

1 $@ seems to have been for the most part replaced by deapetw in late Greek. 


Pollux 8.71, dev... Acivapyos 5t Kal bovcav Tiv Secpevovaay: Moeris, p. 130, 
j PX ] b 


Bovow 'Arrinas, Becpevovow “EAAnvinas: Hesych, dodo, deapevovar. 
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cited inferior manuscripts present dpromows. In another 
place (App. Soph. 22. 23) Phrynichus has the note: ’Apro- 
moteiv' otrws "Artixol d1a Tod 7, and to the same effect are 
the words in the Swvaywyi A€Lewv xpnoivwv' *Apromdmov 
kal ’Artixol kal "Iwves Tov dptovody gor. b€ TO apToToTeEty 
ev Movorpo7m@ Ypvvixov. 

The form dptozésos comes from wéz-Tw (cp. mé7-avor, 
a cake), and there can be no question that dptoxdémos is 
also from that root (Lat. coquo), and not from kdémTw 
at all. 


CXC 





"EveHkH’ ro Hey TaApEvOHKH Grtwc bro “Hpoddtov eipHtat 
Ustepov dwoueba, TO be EVOHKH, WC Ol TOAAOL A€fousty, 


Gtorov, Gpopuriv rap A€fousty ot Apyator, 





In the sense of ‘something put in besides, Herodotus 
employs zapevOyxn several times (1. 186, 6. 19, 7. 5, 171); 
but the words of Phrynichus in regard to it have been 
lost. A hint like this occasionally conveyed indicates 
how careless and perfunctory have been the transcribers 
of his work. 

Harpocration thus explains ddopyn: "Apopyuy Stay tus 
apytpiov 60 evOyknv, apopyn Kadreirar ldiws mapa tots ’AtTi- 
kois: and the following passages will put in a clear light 
the sense of the word under discussion: Lycurg. 151. 20, 
oikOv ev Meydpo.s, ofs map tov é€exopicato xpyuacw adop- 
LN XpOpevos, ex THs Nmelpov mapa Kreomdtpas els Aevkdda éor- 
THYyEL Kal exeiOey eis KépwOov: Demosth. 947. 22, et jv ldta 
Tis ahoppi Toit Tpds TH TpaTvé~]: 958. 3, TloTLs aoppr 
TacGv €oTt peyloTn Tpos xpnuatiopov : Lysias, Fr. ap. Athen. 
13. 611 E, otros yap ddeidwv dpytprov ent tpiol dpaxpats 
Lwoowopm TO tpareCirn Kat ’Apiotoyelrov. TpoceAO@vy Tpos eye 


39> 7 \ o 7 ’ AN lal 
EOEITO 17) TEPLOELY AVTOV OLA TOUS TOKOVS EK TOV OVTMV EKTETOITA. 
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i>) an 
“katackevacouar O€,” ep, “TEXUNY pupEeYiKHY, Apopphs de déouar, 
Kal olow 5€ cou evve GBoXovs THs pvas TOKOVs.” 


EC. 


*EEumvioeAvat ov yp Aéretv, GAN GpuTViceAvat. 


© Eévavicat uno ore damnant Herodianus Philet. p. 448, 
Moeris, p. 61, Thomas, 134.’ Lobeck. It certainly is not 
employed by any pre-Macedonian writer, whereas apumvifw 
is met with in the following passages :— 

Aristides (Orat. 49. vol. 2. p. 521, Dind.) cites it from 
Cratinus, cai tis adtév ev apyn Tod Spayatos peyadavyovpevos 
os Tpopytns Tpoayopever ToLdde’ 

adunvi€erOar xpi marta OeaTnr, 

amo pev BArAehdpwr avOnuepwwGv Tointov Ajpov aevra. 
aoTep ev éxelvyn TH Hpéepa péA\Awy &ravtas codods Te Kal oTov- 
datovs Toinoe’ b1ddéas 6& Tovs Xeipwvas xte. In the Yuvaywyn 
AeEcwv xpynoipwr, p. 473. 8, the word is quoted from Phere- 
crates: “AdutvicOfvau' To €€ Urvov eyepOijvar. Pepexparns® 

i’ adutvicbAr otv axpoac, 75n yap Kat éLoper, 
and it is found in the Rhesus (of Euripides) 1. 25— 


wy ” pes 3 if 
OTpuvoY EyXoS deElpel, apUTVLTOD. 


Cer 





BadavrokAéntHe WH Aére, GAAG BOAGVTLOKAETITHC, 


Thomas has the same sensible dictum, p. 140, Badavruo- 
KAéntys, ov BadavtoxAéntys, Kal BadavrioTdpos, od BadavTo- 
téyos. The editions, which on this passage all exhibit 
Badavoxdéntyns pi) A€ye GAAG BadaveroxA€nrys, were justly 
ridiculed by Scaliger: ‘Badavtioxdéxrns legendum esse in 
Ed. Paris. anno praeterito notabamus, et adavroxAéaTys. 
Nam quam ridiculum esset BadavevoxAémrns? id enim non 
esset qui in balneis furatur sed qui balneas furaretur.’ 

x 
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CEH: 





' > \ tal > > x 
BasiMosa ovdeic THv apyatov eltev, AAAG Baolveta A 


BaGlAlc. 





CCruke: 





Basi\tccav "AAkaidv act tov Kwumdototoy Kai *Apto- 
TOTEAHY €y TOIC “OuHpou dtropHuaow eipHKévat’ od dé 
BAGLALKOC ETTLGTOAEUC ATTOMAaVOEIC AVaAOPOV TH GaUTOD Mapa- 
OKEUH FEVVLKOTATOV Hilly EKdULoae UapTUPa TOV ourrpayavTa 
\ ‘ ' a t ‘ Ey] c , \ > 
TOV KATO Neaipac: Oc bta TE TA GAAG UTT@MTMTEVOH UH ELVOL 
Anpocbévouc Kat dia TA TOLADTA TAY ddoKiu@y dvoudTay. 
TOIC TAELOGLY OUV TIELBOMEVOL BAGIAELAV HH BaGtAlOa A€fapev. 


obT@ rap dtaKpivetv OdEatEV Gv TO TE KAAOV Kal TO GLoXpdv. 





The latter of these articles is in the manuscripts the 
second of the second part of the Ecloga. From this it is 
natural to infer that the Imperial Secretary, to whom the 
book is dedicated, was not so strict an Atticist as its author. 
It would almost seem as if Cornelianus had found fault 
with the stringency of the earlier dictum. Phrynichus 
humorously turns upon his friend: ‘In your authoritative 
position, and from your great learning, you ought to know 
better than you do. Though I omitted to mention them, 
I knew of better examples than yours, which does you 
little credit. Even Aristotle, whom I care not to follow, 
is better than the author of the speech you cite, and 
my instance from Alcaeus is more authoritative still. 
Moreover, you know how little I allow one exception or 


two to affect my rules.’ The article next but two is prob- 
ably a similar addendum. 
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COTY: 





Zikyaivouat, TH OvTt vauTiac GEtov ToOvUVOMa, GAA’ Epetc 


BdeAUTTOUGL wc ABHvatoc, 





‘Verbi orxxaivoya: nulla antiquior memoria quam in 
Callimachi epigrammate ; huic accedunt Arrianus et M. 
Antoninus V.-9- 87. Neque plus auctoritatis habet primi- 
tivum ovxxds, Plut. 2. 87 B, Athen. 962 A; ovxxacia, Mos- 
chio de Aff. Mul. 28; ovxxdrns, Eust. 972. 35. Lobeck. 


CE 





TeAdoov wo Aére, GAAG feAolov. 





CGV TI. 








TeAdciwovy ZtpatTiv Ev Mast TOV KMUMdoTIOLOV EIPHKEVAL 
ToUvopLa, GAN Hpetc ov Toic Gmak eipHuévotc TpOceyouey TOV 


voOy, GAAG TOIC TOAAGKLC KeEYpHUevotc’ KEypHTat S€ TO Fedotov, 





The principle of Phrynichus’ work is here lucidly stated, 
and there can be no question about the genuineness of the 
second article, although it is not found in the Laurentian 
manuscripts. No hand but his could have presented so 
clear a statement of his position as an Atticist. 


CENT 


"Adekropic ebpioxetat €v tparwdia mou Kai Kwpwdia, 


Aére 0€ GAeKTpudy Kal ém OHAEOC Kai EM Appevoc we 


Ol TGAGLOL, 





No Comic poet could have used dAéxtwp or dAexropls 
except outside the iambics, as Cratinus, ap. Ath. 9. 374 D— 
dotep 6 Uepotkds dpav racav KavaxGv Addwvos adéxtwp, 


x 2 
7} 
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Plato (Eust. ad Odyss. p. 1479. 47)— 
ot b€ KoKkUGwy dpOpv GdéxTwp TpoKadeirat, 
or of malice prepense, as Aristophanes in the Clouds, and 
parodying the Tragic poet Phrynichus in Vesp. 1490— 
aTnooe. Pptvixos Bs Tis GA€KTwp. 
The words of Phrynichus have been preserved by Plu- 
tarch (Amat. 762 F)— 
éntn€ ad€xtwp SodAov ws KAlivas TTEpor, 
and as an old term dAéxrwp was naturally common in 
Tragedy, Aesch. Ag. 1671, Eum. 861. Athenaeus cites 
Gpepopwrv adéxtwp from Simonides, and from Epicharmus— 
@ea xavos KaAeKToplowy TETENVav. 
Both old words, dAéxtwp and dAexropis, were in Attic super- 
seded by ddAextpvdv, one form for both genders, but re- 
appeared in the Common dialect. The orator Demades, 
as dvouatoOypas, used dAéextwp in a pompous metaphor, 
speaking of a trumpeter (Ath. 3. 99 D) as xowvds ’AOnvaiwy 


GAEKTMP. 


CCVALT. 





TAwocidac avA@y A UTOdHUaTwY Ut A€fe, GAN Oc Ol 


OOKLMOL FAMTTAC AVADV, FAMTTAC UTOOHUATOY, 





There is the same caution in App. Soph. p. 32, yA@rrau 
atAOv Kal yAGrrar brodnudtwv & yAwTTidas A€yovow ot dpa- 
Geis. 

Athenaeus (15. 677 A) cites a passage of Plato, in which 
there is a play upon the different senses of yAérra— 

Kaito. popeire yAGTTay ev trodjpacw 
atepavoicl? troyAwtriow orav mivynTé Tov, 
Kav Kaddlepate, yAOTTay ayabhy TeymeTE 
and Aeschinus makes a point by the same means (86. 27), 


ed 3’ , b] / , yo x 4 6 
OTQV e€ OVOPLAT WY) TVYKELMEVOS avOpwros, KQL TOUT@Y TLKP@V 
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A / x 5 \ ‘\ c /, \ > yw / 
Kal TEplepywr, EvELTA emt THY GmAdTHTA Kal TA epya KaTapetyn 
7 3 / e@ lal cal fal 
tis Gv avacyolTo; ov THY yA@TTav, ®oTep TGV advdrd@v, édv TIS 
/ 
apéAry, TO AowTdv odd€v EoTL. 


Ccrx. 


[putH’ kai TotTo Tv MapameETOLHLEvay, TO Pap TOLODTOV 


Gmav ppuueav GuUBEBHKE KOAELGOQL, 


The words are explained in App. Soph. 33. 32, Tpupeia, 
Av of ToAAoL ypvrnv. Aididros avev Tod 1, ypupeay* Eote bE Tap’ 
’AOnvalois wpa Tis ypvméea Kadovpevn, ev 7) Tavtota oKe’y éoTi. 
Sampo 8 ypvrnv Kadret thy pipwv Kal yvvatkel@y Twodv OnKnV. 
The Attic form is also found in a passage of Sotades, 
quoted by Athenaeus (7. 293 A)— 

Kapiéas €\aBov mpGrov, amerayjnvica 

TavTas amdoas’ yadeds elAnmTar peyas, 

OnTnTA TA peoa, THY O€ AoLTIY yprLEeay 

eyo Toujocas tplpyya ocvKaptvivor. 
Its existence in Sappho indicates the source from which 
yptrn entered the Common dialect. In Geopon. 20. I it is 
used as ypupea is in Sotades, tiv AemTIv ypvTnv Oadracciav. 


Cox 





Ataspuroc, diapurt, dtapura, ov. ol rap apyator ada 


did TOO y Aéroust, OLwpvYoOC, Sia@pvyt, Stw@puya. 





‘Aidpvé, dudpvxos per x semper apud Herodotum (uno 
loco excepto) et Platonem scribi monuit Valckenarius in 
Notis Posth.ad Thom. p. 157, itemque scribitur ap. Thucyd. 
I, 109, IT. 109, Xenoph. An. 1. 7. 11, Theophr. H. Pl. 4. 8, 
Plut. Vit. Ages. 39, Caes. 49, Arrian. Alex. 3. 6, 7. 18, 
Dion. Cass. 42, 41, Heliod. 9. 5, etc. Altera forma diapuyes 
(Hippocr. de Aer. et Loc. 5. 83) in Atticorum scriptis non 
deprehenditur ; sed recentiores, Polybium, Diodorum, Stra- 
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bonem, Pausaniam, partim ea sola, partim utraque com- 
muniter uti Hemsterhusius ad Thom. et Tzchuckius ad 
Pomp. Mel. vol. 2. 3. 292 docuerunt. Sic etiam kxar@pvé 
ab Aeschylo et Sophocle per x flectitur.’ Lobeck. 


CCX: 





Aikpavov todro ot dpyatot dikpouv KaAovoLv. 





In Attic dfkpovv &’Aov means a forked stick, a fork, as in 
Timocles, ap. Athen. 6. 243 B— 


TOV Tapapacyntny AawBdver dixpovy EdAov* 
and Aristophanes substituted xexpayyaow in Pax 637, mapa 
mpoodoxtay, for €vAows— 

THvoe pev Sikpots edOovv THv Hedy KEKpaypacw. 


Plato has dixpovs=wzth two branches, of the throat, Tim. 
Fey By 

In Lucian the later form occurs in Timon. 12. 120, cal 

\ / 3 / Lon Sev, / c \ lal 3 

Movovovxl dukpavois eEedOer pre THS oiklas KaOamep of TO Top ek 


TOV XELPOV ATOppLTTOvITES. 


CCX. 





Atdskoupot, d6pedtepov Atdckopot. reAdoet Ovv ToOvC 


oUV TM v AEfovTac, 





Lobeck’s note on this article is in his best style: ‘ Nimi- 
rum natura ita comparatum est ut dualis numeri longe 
major sit usus, apud veteres praesertim, quam plurativi 
nominis. Avooxépw Eur. Or. 465, Arist. Pax 285, Eccl. 
1069, Amphis ap. Athen. 14. 642 A... Atque haec ipsa 
causa fuit cur atticismus in hac formula in qua fixus et 
fundatus erat, diutissime retineretur ; certe Themistius inter 
delicias Atticionum numerat 76 dy70v0ev Kai TO Kameita Kal 
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T® Atocxépw, Or. 21. 253 D. Genetivus est in illo Men- 
andri versu a Grammaticis decantato, 6 @drepos pév Toiv dvotv 
Avocxcpow. Tév Atockdépwr, Plato, Legg. 796 B, sed Auos- 
kovpw, Plat. Euthyd. 293 A, Acockxotpwrv, Thucyd. 3. 75, 
unico codice germanam scripturam servante... In recen- 
tiorum scriptis exempla hujus generis ita spissantur ut 
Attica forma ne tum quidem satis tuta reponatur, ubi ex 
uno aut altero chirographo emerserit. Ac perrarum est 
ut in ea libri editi et scripti conspirent. Verum ista scrip- 
turae discrepantia ab ipsis vocabuli stirpibus progenerata 
est: xépy in pedestri sermone tritissimum hac una forma 
gaudet; xédpos et xotpos tantum in certa formula usur- 
patur; xovpm kai xdpn, Plato, Legg. 6. 785 A, cui statim 
succedit rectius xdépw" xdpov kal Kdpns, 7. 793 D, xépovs kat 
kopas, p. 796 B...In Tragicorum diverbiis Attica forma 
tantam habet constantiam ut Valckenarius non dubitaverit 
in Eur. Frag. Meleagri, 6, pro xovpou reponere xépor. Man-— 
sit veteris dialecti nota in vocc. Kovpe@zis, kovpetov, Koupo- 
tpdpos. Lobeck. Like that of Comedy, the evidence of 
Tragedy is in favour of the short penult— 


duccol b€ oe 


A.ookopo. Kadovpev. 
Eur. Hel. 1643. 


kadovor pytpos avyyovo. A.ookopo.. 
Id. El, 1239. 


In I. A. 769, Avookovpwv ‘“EXévay corresponds to pimrew 
€av0ovs mAokdpovs: but in a choric passage the older form 
is quite in keeping. 


CCXITI. 





“Yorepizetv TH KaIpG@ ov A€reTal, GAN VoTeEpizetv TOO KaLpod, 


PaBopivoc dé ody bridc Kata doTiKHY GuVTaTTEL, 





Dem. 260. 13, toreplCoveay tiv moAWw Tov Kaypov: id. 51. 


12, votepiCew Tay epywv: 730, 19, Tois Tod ToA€uov Katpots 
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axorovsety Kal pndévos toteplCe: Isocr. 30 D, torepi¢ovcr 
TOV Tpaypdtov: 204 A, torepl(w Ths axuhs THs ewavTod. 

The meaning is different with the dative, as with torepeiv 
in Plato, Rep. 539 E, iva yn® eureipla torepOor Tév GAdwv. 


CCXIV. 





TlapaBdAtov’ addKiytov ToOTO. TH peEV OdV SvoMaTL Od 
KEYPHVTGL OL TAAGLOL, TH SE PHUaTL, Pac rap obTw, Tapa- 
BaAAOUAL TH EUGUTOD KEMAH. EXpAv ovv Kdml TOUT@Y Aéretv, 


TAPABGAAONAL GAprupta. 


TlapaBaddopat was occasionally used for taparibeywas in the 
sense of make a deposit: Hdt. 7. 10, jpéwv dydorepwv mapa- 
Baddopevwy ta téxva: Thuc. 5. 113, Aaxedapovious mA€toTov 
57) tapaBeBAnwévor. The substantive, however, is unknown 
in the Classical age, tapa6yxn or mapaxaradjxn being used 
instead, the former by Ionic, the latter by Attic writers. 


CEXNE 





ZraToc’ 6 TOV aVAHT@y ytTwy Od A€reTat, Wc Papwpivoc, 


GAN OpOocTadL0C ytTOv, 





Pollux, 7. 48, explains the yuitav dpAocrdd.os as 6 ov Cwv- 
vipevos, i.e. falling straight down without being drawn in 
at the waist. 


CON: 





Tlatdicku: todto él tAc GepattaivHe ol vov TLOEGOLY, Ol 


ed rd =a > ‘ fa) , 
6 Gpyator emt TAC vedvidoc, 





Moeris is more precise, p. 319, Ilawdioknyv, kal tiv édev- 
Oépav Kat THY bovAnv, ’ATTiKGs* THY SovAnY povov, “EAANVLKGs. 
Neither Grammarian asserts more than this, that in an 
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Attic writer the term refers to age, not to condition, and 
that no such usage as N. T. Ep. ad Galat. 4. 31, od« éopev 
maldioxns Texva, aGd\Aa Tis €devdepas, is possible in Attic 
Greek. Accordingly, the dictum is not refuted by such 
passages as Lysias, 92. 41, 136. 8; Isaeus, 58. 13, in which 
the English word g77/ naturally translates the Greek term. 
The women there referred to were in a humble or debased 
position, but labour is not incompatible with tender years 
and immorality, but too frequently accompanies them. 


COV: 





Tlatéat* Aapreic da Tob —, 6 de ATTiKOC Tratcat. Kal 


TaioaTe Kai GulTaisTHc bia TOO o Epeic, 








Moeris, Thomas Magister, Timaeus, Hesychius, Suidas, 
and Eustathius, all insist upon the forms in sigma. The 
words of the latter are very precise (ad Odyss. p. 1594), ro 
6t maloate ati Tod malate dxd Tod TalCw, Talow, 60ev Kal 7 
ovptatotpia kal 6 ovunmatotwp ’Artikds. The line of the 
Odyssey to which this note is attached is 8. 251— 


/ ee pT iat se & ° Lh ® ON 
TALTATE, WS K O CELVOS EVLOTI) OLOL pu OLol, 


and there can be no doubt that in id. 23. 134, piromalopwv 
should be substituted for @iAotatypov— 

avtap Oeios dovdds exwv pdppiyya Atyevav 

qpiv jyels0w pirorratypovos bpxnOpoto. 
Certainly in Attic such a form was impossible, and yet it 
is occasionally exhibited by manuscripts. Till Bekker 
restored the form in o from the best codices in Plato, 
Cratyl. 406 C, didronalopoves yap Kai ot Oeot, the un-Attic 
form disfigured the text, and in Plat. Rep. 452 F, etre ris 
pirtoralopwv eire orovdacTikds, the genuine reading has still 


less numerical support, but is attested by Paris A. In Ar. 
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Ran. 335 is read giAo7alypova and in 411 ovpmatorptas, but 
neither in the senarii, and as yet too little is known of the 
literary use of the dialects in Greece to warrant the change 
of piroralypwv into diroraloper. 

That Xenophon should write cvwraikrwp in Cyr. 1. 3. 14, 
kat matdas d€ cou ovpratktopas mapéé, is as natural as that 
he should use the form in -rwp for the Attic form in -rns, 
(see supra p. 59), and the reading cvyaéoropas should have 
no weight. The future waéodua, in his Conv. g. 2, stands 
on a different footing still, and has already been considered 
(see p. 91). A glance at Veitch will show that the Attic 
rule is now generally recognized in Attic texts; but in 
Lysias, as cited by Pollux, in 7. 200, Wydoraxrodo. must 
give way to Wndotaorodct' Ei 5€ Avotov 6 kar Adtoxdéovs 
Adyos ev @ yeypanTaL WHpoTacTodar 73 Bixavov Kre., Play fast 
and loose with right. 


COO Tie 





\ > 


Madatctptxoc’ “AdeEw paciv eipHkevat, 6 d€ apyatoc 


TIOAQLGTLKOV AEPel, 





The words were in Attic distinct—madauorixds, ‘expert in 
wrestling, ‘a wrestler ;’ wadavorpixds, ‘connected with the 
madatotpa’—but it is not surprising that the latter should 
have filled the part of both in an age when nice distinctions, 
either in meaning or pronunciation, were disregarded. It 
must also be remembered that wadaorpixds was a natural 
formation from wadaiorip, which was probably used in late 
Greek (see p. 59). In some cases it is quite impossible to 
decide upon the correct mode of spelling an adjective in 
-xés belonging to this class. Thus the manuscripts support 
AnoTiK@TEpovy Tapeckevacwéevovs in Thuc. 6, 104, but ék 
Anotpixis Meoconviwy tpiaxovrépov in id. 4. 9. Both were 
probably good forms at this stage of Attic, the one from 
Anotys, the other from Anorip. 
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CCXEX: 


*Enaodn tdt@tHe Aér@mv Guaptdvet, Aére OUV dpAAc éTrHdH, 


Emel TO OtALPOUMEVOV TIOLHTIKOV. 


‘Phrynichus App. Soph. p. 38, ré émao1d7 Kat dod od 
xpnoteov, kav “Ownpos eitzev. Ionica forma in omni genere 
et parte sermonis poetici locum habet, neque iambum 
scenicum, si paullo altius exsurgit, dedecet. Ion ap. Athen. 
Tahadérwv Burov dodol, et Phrynichus eodem loco waa- 
potow avtionacr aeidovtes edn. Sed ultra non egreditur.’ 


Lobeck. See supra, p. 5. 


COXX: 


Atdoiciv’ év tH mept EvyfAc Papwpivoc obtw Aérei, d€ov 


d100aGl, TO fap SLd0Gc1v GAAO TL GHpAGIveEL. 





The words 706 deiv which follow onpaive: in the manu- 
scripts did not come from the hand of Phrynichus, but are 
the senseless addition of some transcriber who was not ac- 
quainted with the dative plural of the participle, and yet 
recalled some rule about the anomalous contraction of the 
verb 66, J bind. 

It is only by accident that év60d01, the Ionic form of the 
third person plural 6.6dac1, presents the appearance of that 
of a regularly contracted verb, and 6.00001 is no more con- 
nected with 6.66 than 6.d0(nv, d.d0irov, or bidGuev. This is 
proved by the existence of rieto., the Ionic form of riOéacr. 
There are in fact only four forms of éf6wu. which come 
from the imaginary 6146, just as there are only four forms of 
rlOnyt which come from the imaginary 1.06. For dope 
there are the three singular persons of the imperfect and 
the second person singular of the imperative, while for 


316 THE NEW PARVNICHEUS, 


rlOnut they are the second and third persons singular of the 
imperfect and the second person singular of both present 
indicative and imperative. Besides edidovv, edfdovs, edidov, 
and 6fdov, the regular 6166 is inactive, and similarly 7.06 
exists only in ruOets, éerfOers, eriOer, and rider. This is the 
Attic rule. There is no rideiv, riOetrov, eridovy, eriOodpev, 
TUotny, TLOGY, NO diools, edLd0dTOY, OLd0VTM, 616GV, daca, 
dedldwxa, or €5:560nv. The middle imperative 7f@ov is for 
tl0eco, and that the optative forms r.Oofynv, tiOotro, etc., 
if Attic at all, are not from 7iOcicOa is proved by the ex- 
istence of similar forms in the aorist Aotunv, Ooiro, Ooto, etc. 
Avéos and 6160, dos and 6@ similarly demonstrate that it is 
only by accident that the subjunctive 7106, r.07s, T107 may 
be ascribed to riety. Many scholars refuse to acknowledge 
even the Atticicity of rieis as second person singular of 
the present indicative, and consequently disfranchise te?s 
as well, since ij corresponds throughout with ri@nwu, except 
that cia: has a passive no less than a middle signification, 
whereas 7ré0e.yar has none but a middle sense. 

All scholars recognize the fact that érideis, éride, ‘ews, 
ve. were used preferentially to éridns, ér{0n, ins, ty, and that 
7lOe. and tes were the only forms by which the meaning of 
the second person imperative present could be conveyed ; 
but the authority of Porson (ad Eur. Or. 141) has induced 
many scholars to prefer ijs and ri@ns to felts and rieis. 
Brunck, on Arist. Lys. 895 and Soph. Phil. 992, took the 
opposite view to that of Porson, and in this case the verdict 
of the great English critic must be reversed. The authority 
of the manuscripts is wholly on the side of Brunck. Thus 
in Ar. Lys. 895 the Ravenna exhibits d:arvOels, and on 
Eq. 717 év7iOets. Further proof is supplied by the mistakes 
of copyists. They often substitute the participle for the 
indicative, as in Euripides— 

éov vuv' txvos & exdtvAaco’ brov Ties, 
Ton 741. 
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éveita TO Jew TpootiOets tiv aitiar, 
Id..1525. 
where good manuscripts read ride(s and zpooriOels, exactly 
as in Ar. Lys. 895, dvariOeio’ is a variant from dvariets. In 
Soph. O. R. 628— 
el 6€ Evrieis pndev; 

all the best manuscripts read fvries, or, in other words, 
substitute the imperfect for the present in accordance with 
the extraordinary remark of Eustathius, 1500. 52, that tes, 
peOiers were used of present time, xara évadAayiv xpovov. 
In Soph. El. 596 for the true te’s the manuscripts present 
ims or ies, as in id. 1347 they divide between évries and 
éuvins. The plain inference to be drawn from the above 
facts is that the contracted second person singular, being 
unknown to late Greeks, was altered when possible into the 
participle, otherwise was converted into the imperfect or 
late ins. 


COT 


TIpoaddc* tobto OOKEL LOL FUVALKGY Elyat TOUVOUG, GVL@- 

‘ ao > ‘ ul ad / > tal “ 
pat oe 6tt GvHp Adrou GELoc KeypHTaL adTG PaBeptvoc, 
TOOTO pev OUVV GTOdLOTIONTMpEBA, AvT avTod Sé A€faytev 


TIPOTTETAC, 





The article is absent from the best Laurentian Manu- 
script, and from the editions of Callierges and Vascosan. 

Neither adverb nor adjective is found in Attic writers. 
They were, however, probably both old words, as Homer 
employed the adjective in I]. 21. 262— 

To 6€ (sc. tdwp) 7 Oka KarerBdopevov Kedhapv er 
XOpo eve mpoadrei, pPOdver 6€ TE Kal TOV dyorTa. 

A fact of this kind throws considerable light upon the 
constitution of the Common dialect. 
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SEXXITL 





Tlhyav, mHyawc’ deivadc Exatepov GvdTTiKov, S€ov 


TIHYE@V KL THYEOC, 





Verse does not afford any help on this point, as myxéuv, 
myxeos might, if necessary, be pronounced as dissyllables 
by synizesis— 

okvpos TE Kioood TapébeT els EUpos TpLov 
Tm XEewv, BAbos 5€ Teccdpwav edatvero, 
Eur. Cycl. 390. 
but there can be no question about the correctness of 
Phrynichus’ rule. 


COX: 








> 


LUUMTWUA TMOAAGKIC EUPOV KEiEevoV Tapa PaBwpivw év 
T& Trept ldedv Adrw. Td0EV 0€ AGBov EOHKEV OK Olda, yp 
ovv Guvytuyiav Aéretv H AvoavTac obT@, cuvertecev abTm TOdE 
reveoeat, 

AHposbévHe pévToL €v TH KATA Atovucodmpov dnaék 


ElpHKE TOUVOLG, 


The last sentence probably belongs to a second edition 
of the Ecloga, but compare art. 203 supra. Perhaps the 
exception was, in this case correctly, discovered by Cor- 
nelianus himself. The place of Demosthenes is 1295. 

5 X\ c :) lal y) 4 \ \ 3 i ‘ ¢c 
20, eb yap ws adndes akovo.oy 70 ovpBav éyeveTo Kat 7 
vads €ppdyn, TO peta TovT, emELO7) ETETKEVATAY THY vady ovK 
> . ed / > , p} 7 Sa b) oh met Coe > f2 
ap els ETepa OyTov eutopia eutoOovy avTny GAN os twas ate- 
oTeAAov eTravopOovpevot TO AKovotoy ovpyntwpa. The term is 
also found in Thucydides, 4. 36, xai ot Aakedaipdvio. Bad- 

, / >) / of \ , 2 oe ge aS 
Aopevol TE GpydorepwOev Hon Kal ylyvopevor EV TO AITO oVpP- 

, € \ , Seep, tao» 5) / 
TTOPATL, WS PLKPOVY pEeydA® eElkacal, TO ev OeppoTvAats kre, 


Plato uses wepizrwpa in Prot. 345 B, txd vooov 7 bm GAdov 
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Twos TepiTT@Owatos, and petradntwors in Legg. 10. 895 B, 
pndewlas ye €v avrots ovons eumpocbey petantécews: these 
words are eschewed by Attic writers. In late Greek they are 
used without restraint, and rapdmrwpya, and7THa, TapaTtacis, 
TEPLATWOLS, ATOTTWOLS, EKTTWOLA, EKTTMOLS, EUTTMOLS, ETLTTWOLS, 
KATATTWA, KATATTwCLS, UTOTTWOLS, avdnTwoLs are encountered 
in different authors. 


COX: 
"Ek@eua BapBapov’ ot dé Aére Mpdrpanpa. 


The verb éxriféva, in the sense of mpoypade, publish, is 
also late, but the low estate of the substantive may be 
inferred from its make. Moeris is only giving one example 
out of many when he says, p. 28, ’AvdOnya ’ArrikGs, dvddeua 
“EAAnvixos. Similarly soya became zéya, etpnua etpeua, 
dpwopa apoya, evdvua évovja, kAtwa KAiwa, while the formation 
of a word like 66a (=é6pov) became possible. It is to the 
same tendency that the insertion of the sigma in ypiya is 
to be ascribed. The Attic form was xpiwa; in late Greek 
it became xpicoua. 


COXXYV. 





Katopsmpara* apuaptdvovct Kavtabea ot pritopec, ovK 
elodrec GTt TO Hey PAA SOKiWov, TO KaTOPOAsat, TO 0 GTO 
TOUTOU OVOUG GOOKIWOV, TO KaTOPOWMa’ A€fetv OUV ypH Gv- 


dparadripata, 


It is the philosophical sense of the late xarép0mya which 
Phrynichus is here especially reprehending, as the sub- 
stituted term dvépayd0nya shows ; Cicero, de Fin. 3. 7, ‘Quae 
autem nos aut recta aut recte facta dicamus, si placet, illi 
autem appellant xarop0éyaTa omnes numeros virtutis con- 
tinent, id 4, ‘illud enim rectum quod karép0wpa dicebas 
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contingit sapienti soli;’ id. de Off. 1. 3, ‘ Perfectum autem 
officium rectum, opinor, vocemus, quod Graeci KardépOwya ; 
hoc autem commune, quod ii xa@jxov vocant. As a matter 
of fact dvdpayd0npwa is as late as xarépOwpa. At all events 
neither dvdpayadetv nor its substantive appears in Attic 
books. Thucydides has dvépaya0iGowa in rather a con- 
temptuous sense in 2. 63; 3. 40, but dvdpayadia had a good 
sense and was used by good writers. 

In the other meaning of @ success, xatopOwpa is equally 
un-Attic. Demosthenes employs the neuter participle of 
the intransitive active, 23. 28, viv pév émicxotrel Tovrois TO 
katopOoty’ ai yap evmpagiar dewal ovyxpt at Ta Tovadra ovetdn, 
but 76 dp§ovpyevoy was more often used, as dpOovpevos was 
equivalent to saccessful, Thuc. 4. 18, kai eAdyuor ay ot 
Toobro. TTalovtes Sia TO pi) TO Gp9ovpev@ adtod TiaTevovTES 
ézaipecOar: Antiphon, 130. 7, 6p yap tobs wavy euretpous 
padAov dpOovpevovs : 

Tov © opOovpevav 
oder Ta TOAAA copa? 7) TELOapyia. 
Soph. Ant. 675. 
On the other hand, xarép@wors has the authority of Aeschines 
in 51. 5, amayyelAas Tolvuy TpOtos tiv THs ToAEws viknv tpiv 
Kat THY TOV TaLbGv tueTepwov KaTépOwo., and of Demades in 
179. 28, mpoceAO@yv be Tols Kowots ovK els dikas Kal THY amd 
Tis Noyopadias épyaciav €Onka Tov Tovoy, GAN eis THY amd TOD 
Bnpatos Tappynotar, i) Tots pev Aéyovoww éemucpadh Tapéxerar TOV 
Blov, tots & evAaBovpévois peylotny Sldaow aoppiy mpos 
katopOwow. Both éravdpOwors and éravdpOopa were excellent 
Attic, the former occurring in Plato, Prot. 340 A, D, Theaet. 
183 A; Dem. 774. 20, and the latter in Dem. 707. 7, while 
didpOwors, with the meaning right arrangement, has the 
sanction of Plato, Legg. 1. 642 A. 
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COXXCVT. 
“Yrravopov wh Aére, TO de bTTalBptov TeTPAGLAAGBwC. 


To this rule there is no exception in Attic Greek except 
the use of t#zaifpos in the phrase év tralOp@, sub dio, is to 
be so regarded, Antiphon. 130, 29; Xen. Mem. 2, 1, 6. In 
that phrase izal@pios is unknown. 


COZ NVAL: 


To ev KOLT@Y GdOKiMOY, TO dE TIPOKOLT@V OU dOKIMOY. 
Hutiv d€ KaAOV ypHo@at TH ATTIK® GvduaTL NpodMmaTtoy 


rap A€fouaty eel Kat SOUATLOV TOV KOLTOVA. 


According to Pollux 1. 79, Aristophanes used the de- 
faulting term, xoiwrév' ef yap kal Mévavdpos ai7o BapBapikov 
olerar, GAN ’Apiotopavns Ta ToladTa TLoTdTEpos avTod ev 
Alodoolkwve 

KOlT@Y amaaats eis, TUeAos bE pl apKEceL, 
but little can be proved by a single line in a case of this 
kind, especially in a play like the Aeolosicon, which must 
have teemed with para-tragedy. On the other hand, doyud- 
tov has the sanction of Aristophanes in Lys. 160, Eccl. 8 ; 
Lysias in 93. 18; 94. 7; Plato in Rep. 390 C. 


CCX XVIII. 


2urirua Kal ouriEat Kai Ta TOLAOTa GvaTTiKa’ TO Pap ATTLKOV 


ouAUa Kal ouAGat, TO ev Gveu TOO fF, TO OE Sta TOD o. 








The tendency of transcribers to introduce the late op7jxo 
is strikingly illustrated by a line of Antiphanes cited by 
7 
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Clemens Alex. (Paed. 3. 2), in which opxerat actually 
stands in open violation of the metre— 
opAra, Krevicer, exBeBnke, TpiBerar. 
Accordingly, the genuine évacpnOets should be substituted 
for the debased d:acpny Gels in Ar. Nub. 1237— 
dAolw SiacpyOels ovat av ovToct. 
Even a transcriber was forced to leave oympévnv alone in 
another place of the Comic poet— 
GAN dptiws KkatéAimov avTiy cpowevny 
ey TH TVEAQ' 
and opijoas seems to have escaped in Alexis ap. Ath. 7. 
324 B— 
opnoas Te AeTTOLs GAal, derTVOtVTMY dpa, 
but cua was less fortunate in Antiphanes ap. Ath. 9.409 C— 
év d0@ 8 akpodpat cov, KéAevody pol Tiva 
épew anoviyacba. B. ddtw tis dedp’ Vowp 
Kal opnpa. 
Some manuscripts however, even here preserved ocyjpa, 
which is also vouched for by Eustath. 1401. 6. In two 
passages Pollux mentions y# opnrpis, 7. 40, Thy (lege viv) 
d€ opyntpida Kydioddmpos ev Tpopavin elpnkev: 10. 35, Ta 6€ 
mept tHv Oepanclay tov eoOijtwy oKedn, TAvVOL Kab TAvLTHpLA 
Kat yh opntpis Kata Nixdxapw. The reading opixpida in the 
one case and opnris in the other indicate the original hand. 
Spxo was, however, not merely an invention of the 
Common dialect, like dporpxé and others, but came from 
an ancient source— 
ék Kepadis 6 éopynxev GAds xvdov arpvyErouo, 
Hom. Od. 6. 226. — 
Owpnkwv TE VEOTUNKTHOY Takéwy TE PaELVOD, 
Il. 13. 342. 
and in Tragedy, or in a writer like Xenophon, would doubt- 
less have been as little amiss as in Homer or Hippocrates. 
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Accordingly, it is not surprising to encounter its neighbour 
katawnxew in Euripides, Hipp. 110— 

Tpareca TAypyns’ Kal Karayyxew xpéewv 
and wijxo in Xenophon (Eq. 6. 1; 4. 4), while épnypa 
should be retained in Sophocles, Trach. 6g8— 

pet may Gdndrov Kal Karéyyktar xOovt. 
By the side of 7 in id. 678 it is simply another illustration 
of the conventional character of the Tragic dialect in 
which forms that had long dropped out of use in Attic 
were retained side by side with those before which they 
had given way. 


COXXs 


Zakkoc’ Awptetc dia Tv duo Kk, ot d€ Attikol Ot évdc. 





/ A. b] 5 / \ y 
KAawv JLEyaplels* OUK apnoes TOV OAKOD ; 
Ar. Ach, 822. 


ed / / X al 
anmaca kal ploe. odKov Tpos TOW yvddow éxouwa. 
Kecl. 502. 


But in Ach. 745 odxkos is used as a Megarian is speaking— 
KIJTELTED ES TOV OAKKOV @O eo PalveTe. 

Accordingly, in Dem. 1170. 27, caxxvpdvtns should be re- 

placed by caxvddytns, as there can have been no reason 

why caxvddvtns should not have been said. Our method 

of pronouncing Greek is apt to mislead us on such points. 


CEXAX 





Tlénwy: todto Kade’ abTO obK GpOdc TLOEMEVOV Opa. GH- 
waivel rap TO Ovoua may TO év TeTIGvoeL Ov. TLIOEGGL O avTO 
oikeiwc én THY ctkUwv. yp ov obtw A€retv, Wc O Kpati- 
voc, GikUOy oTeEpuatiay fi el BEAELC TIETIOVG GIkUOV, Ka abTO 


d€ TO Témy Eri TOO adTOS pH TIOEL. 
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There is the same caution in Soph. App. p. 63, Elkvos 
omeppatias, dv of moAAol Tétova ovK 6pOGs €yovot. TO yap 
TéTOY KATA TdVvTwWY epeTar TOV els TEeYuY POacdvTwy, It is 
only late writers who employ 7émwv as a substantive. Lo- 
beck quotes from Galen, 7) 7émovos 7) ouxvov, and from Nicetas 


Choniates, tév oixtov Kal TOY TEeTOVOD. 


CCXX 


*Etraptotepov ov ypH A€retv, GAAG GKQLOV. 





The prepositional phrases, éml defud (cp. mpods debra, Xerpos 
els TU ded), and ém dpioTepa (cp. mpos Ta dpiorepa els Apiorepa), 
gave rise respectively to the adjectives émdéfios and éza- 
plorepos, with a meaning practically the same as the simple 
deEuds and dpiotepds. However, while émdeévos acquired 
even the metaphorical meaning of deéids, émapiorepos did 
not win its way in Attic even to the physical sense of 
dpictepos, and oxaids, which had practically been driven 
from the field of physical relations by dpucrepds, kept a 
firm hold of the signification awkward, uncouth. It is this 
sense of émaplorepos which Phrynichus is here reprehending, 
a sense which gradually made way as the language de- 
generated, being first found in the Comic poets of the 
early Macedonian period. 

émapiotep euabes, @ TovnpEe, ypdypata. 
Theognetus. 
A. mpos TO mpayy’ exw 
kakos. B. énapiorépws yap avTo AapBaves. 
Menander. 


COOCIE 


TlAoktoy: émi bmoGecewc TETMAEFMEVHC OL ElKALOL TLOEGGLV. 


Pauudea ody TAC 6 TMpaToc do=ac Tay “EAAKVwy elyat 
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PaBwpivoc EypHto ev ourrpauuartt Emmtrpapoévw Trept TAC 


Anuddouc swpposvvHe. 


The words tidbeois smetAeypévn here signify an in- 
volved or intricate argument. It is doubtful whether 
Phaborinus used mdéxiov as a substantive or adjective ; 
but it is of no moment, as neither use is possible in Greek. 


COO. 


ZTUMMEIVOV TETPAGUAAGBwC OU ypH Aéretv, GAAG dveu 


TOO € TPLOVAAGBc, GTUTITILVOY. 


There is no means of deciding which is the true spelling 
of this word—orvummvds or orumivds—and the same doubt 
attaches to orummetov and otummevomoAns. All that verse 
can tell us is that the v is long, but whether by nature or 
position is uncertain. The tetrasyllabic form of the ad- 
jective entered the Common dialect from the Ionic. 


TéAoc Tob Mpatou TUKMaTOC, 
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Tod avtod tuna devTepov. 


COXON: 





*AVTIPpHoLv MH A€re, GVTLAOrLay O€. 





Veitch and Cobet are alike actuated by an elevated 
devotion to genuine learning, but while the Dutch scholar 
relies upon an intellect of striking natural vigour, trained 
by long and wide experience in textual criticism, the Scots 
student trusts too implicitly in the authority of codices and 
editions. Cobet’s bold and unflinching manner rather 
courts such attack, and too frequently supplies Veitch with 
an occasion for criticism. Such an occasion was given him 
by the too absolute statements of Cobet (in Var. Lect. p. 
36) in regard to the forms of dyopedw used in Attic. Cobet’s 
rule was unquestionably right, but he erred in denying all 
exceptions. These Veitch proved, and the Dutch scholar 
subsequently revised this question in some critical remarks 
on the Second Oration of Isaeus, wep tod MevexAgovus KAnpov, 
which appeared in the New Series of Mnemosyne (vol. 2, 
p. 127 ff). The following is a modified transcript of the 
results there stated. 

The rule followed by Attic writers was indisputably this:— 
Whether as a simple verb, or when compounded with a pre- 
position, dyopedw had for its future ép6, its aorist ¢izov, its 
perfect eipyxa; and in the passive voice it employed the aorist 
éppnOnv, the perfect eipnua, and the futures pyOjcopar and 
elpjoopwat. Every schoolboy knows that eipnxa was the perfect 
of Aéyw, and that the aorist was as often ¢izov as éAe€a, the 
future as often ép6 as Aéfw. According to our rule, there- 
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fore, Aéyw must have had a rival in dyopedw. As a matter 
of fact this was so, as Arist. Plut. 102— 

ovK Hyopevov ST. Tapeceww Tpdypara 

eueAAETNV [Ol 5 
and in the ancient formula, ris dyopeveww BovrAerar ; but such 
a use was rare. The true sphere of dyopedw was in com- 
pounds, to supply the place of Aéyw, which was never 
compounded with any preposition except dyrl, pd, and 
emt. “Emayopevery never took the place of émAéyew, or 
éxlppnois of éxidoyos ; but mpoayopeveww and avrayopevew were 
sometimes used for mpodéyew and avrii€yeww, Asa religious 
term mpoayopeveww was constant in the formula excluding 
the profane from participation in religious ceremonies. 
Similarly zpoayopevew tii elpyecOa iepdv kal dyopas was 
‘to give notice to one accused of murder that he was 
deprived of religious and civil privileges.’ Such notice of 
exclusion was termed zpédppyots 4, as is seen from Antiphon, 
de Caede Herodis, § 88, and de Choreut. § 6. 

But, except with ézi, avri, and apo, Aéyw was never com- 
pounded ; its place was taken by dyopevm in the present and 
imperfect, while -Aéfm and -éAefa completely disappeared 
before -ep6 and -cizov, and -edé€xOnv and A€Aeypar before 
-eppnOnv and -eipnuar. In this way amepé, aveizoy, and amet- 
pyxa, etc., are to be referred to dzayopedw, just as oica, 
qveyka, and évyjvoxa are ascribed to dépw. A Greek naturally 
used oom as the future of @épw, as Socrates in Xenophon 
(Sympos. 8. 6) says to Antisthenes—riv & GdAnv xaderdrynTa 
éyo cov kal depw kal olow diArkOs, and the case was not 
different with dyopedw. Any one wishing to use the future 
or aorist of dzayopetw, tporayopevw, Tpoayopetw, trayopeva, 
KaTayopetw, davayopedw, osvvayopedw, Siayopedw, made use of 

Pollux says it was termed mpoarydpevots,—ElpyeaOa 5é iepay kai d-yopas ol év 
KaTnyopia povou axpt Kpicews, kal TodTo mpoaydpevots exadecro—and he may be 


right, for Inscriptions prove that dvaydpevois was as good as dvdppyots, although 
dvappynots is preferred by writers. 
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amep®, Tpovep@, etc., of dmeimov, mpoceimov, etc.; and so 
amelpnka, ameipytat, ameppnOn, amoppnOnoerat, are to be re- 
ferred to dmayopedw, and mpocelpynka, tpocelpnuar, mpooeppnOnv 
to mpocayopevw; and in a phrase like wpocertoy ovK dvtt- 
mpooeppnOnv the forms are to be referred to tpocayopedw and 
avtimpocayopevw respectively. Thrown into present time, 
brep@ Tov Gpxov becomes trayopetw rov spxov, and cvvelpyka 
is the perfect of cvvayopevo, xareizov the aorist of kara- 
yopevo, dielpnxa and brelpnrar perfects of drayopedw, and the 
same method of tense formation was maintained in all the 
compounds without exception. Only very rarely did good 
writers draw upon the stem dyopev for tenses other than the 
present and imperfect, using mpocayopetoas for mpoceimdy, 
and amnyépevra for dzeipnra. Later writers did so with 
frequency, and employed even nouns and adverbs derived 
from dyopev. In Classical Greek the noun corresponding to 
Tpocayopevm Was mpdcpyo.s, and similarly apoppyois, dmop- 
pnows, and avdppnois answered to the verbs zpoayopeva, 
anayopedw, and dvayopevw, while the adjective dadéppyros 
corresponded to drayopeva. 

The verb dvayopeveww was commonly used of proclama- 
tions by herald, and was sometimes replaced by the peri- 
phrasis Toveiodar tiv dvdppnow, as its passive might be 
turned by phrases like 7) dvdppnows ylyvera. In the speech 
of Aeschines against Ctesiphon, in which the orator en- 
larges on the mode of presenting the golden crown to 
Demosthenes, the Attic usage is very clearly demonstrated. 
In § 122 is read, 6 kjpv€ dvnydpever, and shortly after, 6 xhpu€ 
dveineyv : in § 155, mpoeAOwy 6 kijpvé ti mor’ dvepet: in § 45, 
dvappnOjvar: and in § 189, de? yap Tov khpuxa dwevdeiy bray 
THY avappnow ev TO OEdtpw ToinTar Tpos Tovs “EAAnvas: and 
again in § 153, vouload dpav mpoidvta tov knpuka Kal THY ek 
Tod Woploparos dvappnow péAdovoay yiyvecOa. A similar 
testimony is more succinctly conveyed by Plato in Rep. 


580 B, picOwodpeba odv Kipuka ... 7) avros dveimw Ori KTE.. .. 
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dveippnodm col, ey. 7 odv Tpocavaydpevols . . . 3 Tpocava- 
yopeve, pn. So Plato, Legg. 730 D, 6 péyas avijp év more 
dvayopeverOw : id. 946 B, racw dverety bri Mayvytwv 1 wots 
kte. The phrases dveizev 6 xnpvg, and mpdobe Tév emavipwv 
dve.reiv, are in fact of constant occurrence, and hardly call 
for the explanation of Hesychius—dvetrev' éxnpvéev, 81a 
KI}pUKOS €LTEV. 

As knpvtrewy was compounded with the prepositions zpo, 
emi, and mpds, SO mpoavayopevew, émavayopevey, and zpocava- 
yopevery were good Attic words. The expression dpyvpuov 
Or xpiata emiknpitrew Twi is well, known in the sense of 
‘setting a price on a man’s head.’ It is thus used in Dem. 
de Fals. Legat. 347.25, d1d ratra xpijyal’ éavt@ Tovs OnBaiovs 
emikexnpuxevat, and slightly varied in Lysias 104. 44 (vi. 18), 
Tous 0 hevyovras Enreire cvAAap ave, ETLKNpUTTOVTES TAaAaVTOY 
dpyuplov bdcew To ayayovt. (MSS. dmdyovr, corr. Cobet) 7) 
dmoxtelvavtt. The same meaning attaches to émavayopedw 
in Aristophanes, Av. 1071— 

THOE pevToL Onuepa parior emavayopeverat 
qv atoktetyyn Tis tuav Avaydpay tov Mydov 


AapBavew rddavtor : 
Av. 1071. 


and to énaveireitv in Thucydides 6. 60, rév dé diapvydvTwr 
Odvarov katayvovtes énaveinoy dpytpiov To amoxtelvavtt. It is 
probably to this passage that Pollux refers in 2. 128, 
éraveimov apyvpiov otov émuxnpvéas, and Hesychius in the 
similar note, ézaveizov, émexnpvéav. 

The meaning of dsayopedw was often expressed by a 
periphrasis with the adverb évappyinv. It was possible to 
say either d:ayopever 6 vopyos, or 6 vopos biappydnv A€yer. The 
adverb is formed like rpydnv (tTunbels), avédnv (aveOels), KAr- 
dnv (KAnOels), otdnv (cvbels), pdpdnv (pupOets), etc.,and may be 
,at once pressed into service. In Plato, Legg. 6. 757, d.a- 
yopevopevor is quite unintelligible—doiror yap dv Kal deandrat 


> ” / Io 9 7 c° , 
ovK av mote yévowwTo ldo. ove ev toais Tipats biayopevdpevor 
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datdro. kal omovdaio.. The meaning required is certainly not 
that of dvappydnv Aeyouevor. The genuine reading has been 
preserved in Photius in a learned note on ¢addos, from the 
pen of Boethius—rdrroito & ay kai émt Tob poxOnpod: 67 dy 
diacTéAANTaL Tpos TO oTovdatov, os TIAdrwy' dodAou yap Kal 
deordrat ovd€e TOT av yevowvTo iroL, odd ev toats Tysals diayevd- 
pevor padrdo. kal ormovdaiot. The question is thus settled 
not only by the authority of a true scholar, but also by the 
inherent excellence of the reading d.vayevowevor. There is no 
mistaking the meaning in Plato, Polit. 275 A, cvpadons ths 
TOAEWS UpXOLTA adToV aTEdpiyvaper, OVTIWA SE TPdTFOV Ov SrelTOLED, 
that is, od dvappyonv (explicitly) eizouer. In the same sense 
it is used in id. Phaedrus 253 D, dperi 6€ tis rod ayabod 7 
Kakod kakla ov dveimowev. Hesychius is therefore not accurate 
when he explains dvertetv by dunyjoacdot, diadexOjvar, and 
goes still further wrong in another place—Avayopever’ 
Oeoni€er, duayyeAXdel, and again in Avefpynrav’ dunyyeATrar. The 
true meaning of the word was in fact lost in late Greek, 
as is proved beyond question by the corrupt variants 
which have taken its place in the manuscripts of Classical 
authors. 

Herodotus employed the word in its true sense in 7. 38. 
Pythias has addressed Xerxes in the obscure terms—® 
dé€omoTa, xpynlas dy tev Bovdolwny TvXEiv TO Tol pev eAadpov 
Tuyxdve. bToupyjoat, eyo 6€ peya yevouevov, and the king will 
have him speak to the point (dvappydnv A€yeww) —e Te brovp- 
ynoew Kat diayopevew exedeve Grov déoiro. The manuscripts 
have 67) dyopeveuv. 

But it is the perfect forms which have suffered most. 
They are constantly confused with the similar forms from 
dialpw—duelpnkev 6 vopos, dvelpntaL, Ta Sveipnweva, being fre- 
quently altered to dujpyker, dinpntar, and dunpnweva. It is 
never difficult to restore the text, as a moment’s considera- 
tion is sufficient to decide which word best adapts itself to 
the context. A passage of Plato (Legg. 932) provides an 
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unequalled illustration of the Attic usage in regard to 
diayopevervr—TA pev Oavdowma adtdv dielpntar, TOv 6& GAwv 
ovdev Tw SreppynOn: Sutra yap 5) pappaketas Kata 70 TOV avOpdsrov 
ovcal yevos eTicyovar TiV Sidppyow, iy pev yap Tavdy Srappyodynv 
etnowev kte. Yet even here the noxious éujpyra: has manu- 
script authority in its favour. Ast has noticed this con- 
fusion on Legg. 809 E, ratra otrw cor tavra tkavds Tapa 
Tod vouoberov due(pnrar .... os ovTw dielpnké cor. Here 
also most manuscripts read duypyra. Among other instances 
he quotes Legg. 813 A, kal ratra jpiv ev rots mpdcbev dielpnta 
TavTa.... adnOf Kal radra dvelpnxas, but he makes a grave 
mistake in adding to his list Lege. 647 B, dgoBov judy 
dpa det yeveoOar Kal doBepov Exactov' dv 8 Exdrepov evexa, 
dinpyyeOa. The Middle dunpnwar is unquestionably required. 
He would have done better in restoring dve(pyxev for 87) 
elpnxev in Legg. 809 A, viv peév yap 6 elpnKen oder TH capes 
ovde tkavov GAG Ta ev Ta 8 ov. 

The Orators have fared as badly as the Philosopher. 
The text of Demosthenes supplies the following variants— 
465. 20, dpa? os cads pndéva eivar Tpinpapy las ated7f dvetpnKev 
(Sunpnxev) 6 vopos: 644. 4, Kat GAN drra drelpynKev (dujpynker) 
@ Xpi) Toljoa, . . . . 6 vouos: 976. 28, caps 6 vdpos d.elpn- 
kev (6ujpnkev) Gv civar dixas mpoonjKer petaddrKds: 666. 12, 
dvetpytar (dujpnrar) ti mpaxréoy 7) pj. In all these passages 
Dindorf, following Dobree, has edited dujfpnkev and dunpyrar, 
but a careful examination of the passages will show that 
the perfects are all to be referred to d:ayopeveuy, i.e. dvappy- 
énv déyew. It is easy to understand what is meant by the 
sentence 6 vopuos biayopedver pnd€éva etvar Tpinpapxlas aredj, but 
substitute drape? for dvayopever. and the words become un- 
intelligible. The verb évaipeiv is found in combination with 
6 vopos—06 vopos b.aipei, bveiAev 6 vdp0s,—but only when the 
law distinguishes between two distinct things. Dem. 115. 
10, tis yap dAdoerat €rt ToTE Wevdopaptupiav el paptuphoe: TE 


& BovdAeTat Kal Adyov Gv BovrAETa bOoEL; GAN ody OUT TadTa 6 
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vouwos duethev. ‘The law, he says, ‘makes no such dis- 
tinction, but requires that everything stated as evidence 
should be taken into account.’ 

There is only one passage of Demosthenes in which the 
perfect passive occurs without a variant, namely, 212. 13, 
@ovtTo dua te vavTnynoecOa evradda Kal tAnpdcecOar ey Tals 
Kowats duodroylats Sverpnuevov pndev Torodrov eiodéxecOa. Yet 
even here the accusative dveypnuevov is demanded by the 
rules of Greek syntax. 

In Isaeus, 86. 10 (11. 22), the primitive reading must 
have been d:efpnra, although it is not represented in the 
manuscripts—GAX’ 6re dvelpntar Ka Exactov Tepl avTGr, &x Tod 
vopov yrovat pdd.ov. Immediately after follows, 6 vduos.. . 
duappnony KeAevwy TOD pépovs EkaoTov ayy dvew. 

In a preceding paragraph, 84. 37 (11. 12), GAN dme- 
dwKxe ... TY KAnpovowlay Kata TadTa Kabdmep Kal e& dpyns Hy 
dreipnuevov, the perfect tzepnuévoy is to be referred to 
vmayopevw, aS throughout Isaeus the correspondence be- 
tween dyopevo, €p@, eirov, etpnka, etc., is consistently main- 
tained. 

’Arayopedw corresponds with dméppynois in Isaeus, 2. 28, 
annyopeve Tots @voupévols fi) @veicOal. . . ToUTw be AayxdveL 
dixny Tis amoppyoews. The series is completed by De- 
mosthenes, 902. 20, aanydpevev 6 Ilappevav. . . wn yryvdokeww 
dvev Toy ovvd.aiTnTav . . . brav by dvev ovvdiaiTnTev Tapa 
THY andppnow pi SeduntnKevar: and about the same thing in 
899. 10, od pdvov dudioBntnOels GAXA Kal AmoppnOev aiTo 
ovdey iTTOV THY aropacw eToWNoTaTO. .. : 9O3. 20, amelie be 
atvT@ py Svarav. A common meaning of dmayopetw was fo 
disinherit a son, and because this was generally done by a 
crier, there occur phrases like t76 xkijpuxos dmayopede, 
anevnelv, and damoppnOjvat, in the sense of daoxnpUrreww, éxxy- 
petrew, etc., all which terms are used as interchangeable in 
the Eleventh Book of the Laws, as 928 D, rov vidv smd 
Knpukos anemetv: and 929 A, tro rod yévous dmoppnOqvar 
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mavtds. Hence dadppnois was used for azoxnpvfis disin- 
heriting, a fact expressly mentioned by a Grammarian in 
Bekker, Anecd. 1. 216, 10, daéppno.s* Kal TO droKnptocew. 
In fact, dmdéppyjos is used in all the senses of dzayopeta, 
whether forbid, disinherit, or become weary. It has already 
been quoted in the sense of forbidding, corresponding to 
dmayopevm as a synonym of dzavdé and the Homeric 
amepvdecunv, and with the meaning of g7vimg zn, the word 
is found in Plato, Rep. 357 A, rod Opacvpdxov tiv dadéppnow 
obk amedéEaro. Such is the common usage in the Orators 
with regard to dzayopedw ; but in Dem. 1021. 20, danydpevoev 
is used where the rule calls for dzetzev, namely, amnydpevoey 
avT@ pi) daitay, and a few other aberrations from ordinary 
usage are encountered here and there in Classical Greek. 
After the time of Alexander these exceptions became the 
rule, and the verb formed its tenses regularly, -ayopevou, 
-nyopevoa, -nydopevka, ~nyopevOnr, -nydépevpat, while substantives 
like mpocaydpevors, dmaydpevors, took the place of mpdapyots 
and dzéppyots. 

In Attic writers use was occasionally made of -nydpevoa, 
-ayopevow, etc., by the side of -etwov and -epa, etc., to 
emphasize distinction of meaning. Thus, drayopedw, when 
it signified dzoxdprw, had always dep, dreimov, and azetpyxa, 
and the compound with apo always tpoatepo, tpoareinor, 
mpoarelpnxa; but when it had the meaning of fordzd, its 
aorist might be danydpevoa, and its perfect passive day- 
yopevyat. Similarly spocayopedw in the sense of domdCopa 
had zpocepa, mpoceinov, and mpoceppyOnv, but in the sense of 
call sometimes employed zpocnydpevoa and xpoonyopev0np : 
Xen. Mem. 3. 2, 1, tod évexey “Opunpov oler rov ’Ayapépvova 
mposayopedoa. Touseva AaAGv; By itself the authority of 
Xenophon would go for nothing, but Plato uses zpoca- 
yopevtéa (Phaed. 104 A), and Demosthenes—if the speech 
is not ascribed to Dinarchus—zpoonyopevdnv, 1008. 5, ray 


> , s 35 \ 2 heed fal / 
Tis Ovdpat. pev dbeddos Tpocayopevd) tidy. Ilpoayopeto 
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formed poep6, mpoetrov, mpoetpnxa, but as Ta Tmpoeipnuéva 
meant ade dicta, for edicta ta tponyopevwéva was used. 

It is in a similar way that Cobet explains danydpevoep in 
Dem. 1021. 20. It was possible in the sense of forbade, 
but could not be used with the meaning gave im. Ac- 
cordingly, for the aorist dmayopevons, the present drayopedns 
should be substituted in Plato, Theaet. 200 D, when 
Socrates having said od yap mov drepotdyev ye To, Theaetetus 
replies jjxuota, édvrep py) oV ye dmayopevons. The change is 
easily made, and perhaps restores the text, but few scholars 
will listen to Cobet’s proposal to alter tpocayopetoouerv to 
mpooepodpev in Theaet. 147 D, hyiv ody elondd€ te TovodTov.. . 
meipabivar ovAAaBelv els ev OT@ Tdoas TavTas Tpocayopedoopev 
Tas dvvaywers. If mpooayopevréa was, as he admits, used in 
the Phaedo, and zpocayopet6n by Demosthenes, without 
any essential difference of meaning from tpocayopevooper in 
the present passage, then it is not only perilous but in- 
consistent to demand zpocepodyev. The rule once established, 
such rare exceptions should be regarded as anomalies, and 
relegated to the obscurity which they merit. No purpose 
is served by burdening the memory with unquestioned 
anomalies in language, and no intellect is safe from de- 
generation which occupies itself in finding a metaphysical 
explanation for every irregularity of syntax. Irregularities 
in construction, and still more so anomalies in form, are 
generally due to the desperately corrupt condition of the 
manuscripts. To rise by the help of broad generalisations 
and careful inductions to a knowlege of the Greek language 
as used by the Greeks themselves should be the aim of 
every true scholar, as it is certainly the only course which 
a man of sense can follow. 


COmx XN, 





EvarreAizouat oe’ Kal Tepi TAaUTHC THc GuyTazewc o1a- 
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okerTouevoc em Guyvov dH YpOvoy EiTE GITLATLKH GUYTaKTEOV 

adto TTdcet elte doTIKH, EUpick@ KATA SOTIKHY HpUOoGHEvoV: 

"Aptotopavouc pev ovT@ Népovtoc év ToICc ‘Inmedty, 
Evarredicac@at mpatoc tuiv BovAopat. 


Ppvviyou oé Tod K@pwmdod ev Totc Zatupotc obTac. 








The rest of the article is corrupt—O7. mpiv €Adetv adtov 
els Bovdyy ede. kat tatr dmayyethavta Tad Tpos Tov Bedv 
Hxew, €y® 0° amédpav exetvoy devpravoy det. Kat otrw Eyovow 
evayyerlCouar 7) edayyeAG' ob 6 TlAdtwy 70 devTepovy mpdo- 
wnov A€éyer evayyeAcis. William Dindorf imagines that two 
distinct articles have been confused, and that the mutilated 
lines from 67. to de¢ are a quotation intended to establish 
the true forms of the aorist of dmodupdoxw—a supposition 
which is supported by App. Soph. 11. 1, ’Amwédpapev tetpa- 
ovddAdBws, kal axédpate Kal dmédpav, Bpaxelas tijs Tov amédpav 
3 , oes \ \ Qe X a , Pee) 
éoxaTns cvAAaBis* GAAa Kal TO EVLKOY TPWTOY TPOTwWTOY aTeE- 
dpay, exTeTapevov Tod én!) TéAovs a, Kal amédpas Kal amédpa, 

> c ee / 3 / \ SS. Pd / SS an « fe 
ovxX ws ol pHTOpEes AwEdpacapev" TO SE aTEdpay TIVES TOV pnTOpwY 


a 


81a Tod w eizov, anédpwv, GAN Gpwewov ba Tod a* dpolws Kal 
efdpav. 

The passage of Plato referred to as containing the form 
ebayyedcis must be either Rep. 432 D or Theaet. 144 B. In 
both of these places «d dyyéAdevs is the received reading, 
and in neither do manuscripts exhibit the compound verb. 
There is the same difficulty with kak dyyéAAw versus Kakay- 
yedké. Photius has preserved the dictum—Eveyyedciv tf’ 
éy Agyovor Kal Kaxayyedeiy, and if evayyedcis is assigned 
to Plato, then xaxayyeAGv and kaxayyeAeiy may respect- 
ively replace xdx’ GyyéAdwv, and Kdx’ dyyedetv in a line of 
Euripides— 

rl dis; tl dpdoas; ® KaxayyeAGv TaTep— 
Lal Don Gu fey. 
and in a tragic senarius, ap. Dem. 315. 24— 


Kakayyedeiv prev torOv pr OcdovT’ Eye. 
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In Lobeck’s edition will be found the various unsuccess- 
ful attempts to restore the passage from the Comic poet, 
and a Greek dictionary will supply proof of the classical 
construction of the verb etayyeAtCopar. 


COO: 


-EKaGEGOH, KAMEGOEIC, KABEGOHGOMAL Kat TA TIAHOUVTLKG 
KABEGOHGOVTaL, EkpuAd. AEre Ovv KAbEZOMAL, KAbEdoO"aL, 


KabEdOUVTAL, KABEdOUMEVOC. 





Probably éxade(éunv should be here substituted for xade- 
Couat as éxadécOnv suggests. Moreover, the form xaGéopar 
is by some scholars denied to Attic Greek, and when ex- 
hibited by manuscripts is replaced by ka@iGoua. As is 
well known, éxadeCéunv has generally the force of an aorist, 
and would naturally correspond to the late éxadécOnv. 

The three verbs, xa0iw, xabéCouar, and kanya, supple- 
ment one another. KaéiG has both a transitive and an 
intransitive meaning. It is possible to say either kadiqw 
LSeoxparny kpitnv, L make Socrates sit as a judge, or 6 Swxparns 
kpityns Kabicer, Socrates sits as a judge. Notwithstanding 
this intransitive use of the active voice, the passive—it is 
passive and not middle—is also in use with the signifi- 
cation of szt. The aorist, however, is not found, its place 
being filled by xadioa or éxdéioa and KabeCounv. Kad@nuar 
may be considered as the perfect passive of the transitive 
xa0iGo, but a perfect which must necessarily have much 
of a present force. Lucian, in his Pseudosophist, well brings 
out the difference between xdé.€e and «d0ncoo— 


A. 70 ka0éaOntt ijKovdy cov é€yovTos ws Eat ExdvAov. 

B. kat 6p0Gs ye aKovcas, GAAaG TO KdOicov Tod KdOnoo 
duadéeper pnp. 

A. kal T@ ToT Gy ein biddepor ; 


ran A S N \ nt 
B. t@ TO yey Tpos Tov éoTOTa héyecOar 7d KaOLcoY, TO 
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d€ mpos Tov KabeCouevov 
no, @ E€eiv, hyets & Kal GAAoOe djouev &dpnv 


> \ a / , 
GvTt TOD peve KabeCouevos. 


Attic writers observe the distinction. 

xdOnuac may be used intransitively of everything of 
which xa@(¢w is used transitively, as Thuc. 6. 66, of ’A@n- 
vaior xafioay TO otpdrevua és xwplov emutndevov' id. 2. 20, 
mept tas “Axapvas KaOijpevos ei éenekiaow' dua yap ara 6 
X@pos Eitideros epalvero evotpatonedetoa xte. Similarly, 
xabicew avdpiavta, but 6 dvdpias KdOnrar, and rods duxacras 
Or 70 dikacrypioy Kabicew, but of dixacral Kd@nvra. ‘To 
bring one in weeping,’ as an actor would present a cha- 
racter, is in Greek xaOiCew trivia kAdovra, and the character 
so presented may be said kAdwv xadjoOa. 

The Attic forms of these three alternating and mutually 
supplementary verbs are confined to the following :— 


TRANSITIVE. MIDDLE. 
Kalo, set, make to sit. kabicouat, set for myself. 
Kabicov, éxaO.cov. KabiCounv, exaduCounv. 
Kaho. Kabvovpar. 
kabioa, éxddica. | Kabiodpny, exabrodunv. 
INTRANSITIVE. PASSIVE. 
KabiCw, sit, take my seat. KadiCoua, [KabéCopar]. 
Kabivov, exdO.Cov. exaOuCounv 
kabioa, €xd0.ica. | KabuGjoopa, Kabedoduar. 


xd0npar, am seated. exabeCounv. 


Kabnunu, exadipnv. KaOnan 
| KaOjpnv, exadjunv. 


Though not met with till late, the perfect Kexd0icka was 

certainly in use in Attic, at all events in its transitive sig- 

nification. Ka0ié, however, was not used intransitively 

Moeris 212, xadedei’Arrixol, ca0loeis "EXAnves. Kabiijoopar 
Z 
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and xa0edodat were sufficient. The corrupt spoockabecOjoer 
has manuscript authority in Aeschin 77. 34, but has justly 
succumbed to rpookabidjcer. 

‘Participio aoristi Josephum, Apollodorum, Lucianum 
et horum similes alios usos esse demonstravit Graevius. 
Indicativo, éxa0éc0n, Longus, 3. 5, meprexadecOn Eunapius, 
émixabeobein Geoponica, xafec67 Pausanias, xabecOqvar Li- 
banius, émuxadecOnvat Eusebius.’ Lobeck. 


COXOX XV 








“AveKadev’ pudaktéov ETli ypdvou A€fetv, Olov AvVEKABEY 
MOL €oTIi MtAOC, Emi fap TOTOU TaTTOVGLY adTO OL’ APHvaiol, 
, > , ' ’ 3 , a ’ 
AEfOvTEC AVEKAVEV KOTETIEGE, AEPFELV OUV XPH, AVOOEV 
GOt PiAoc eipt, el dE Tic Pain Emi ypdvov Tap “Hpoddot@ 
elpricbat ToUvoua, GAHOH Mev @Hoet elpHTaL rap. ov mHV 
T@ v@ “Hpodotou eipHiobat TO doKiuov THC ypHocwc mape- 
XeTaL. OV rap’ lavikay kat Awptkay €€€taotc Eottv OvOUGTOYV 


GAN ?ATTLK@y. 








The word avéxadey is not Attic in either signification. 
It is one of those old words which lived on in Tragedy 
from Ionic times, and with the meaning ‘from above’ it 
occurs in Aesch. Eum. 36g— 

pada yap ody GAopueva dvéxabev BapuTerh 
Katapépw mo0d0s akpuday. 

In Herodotus it is frequent, and from Ionic it passed 
into the Common dialect. Herod. 4. 57, of place, zorauds, 
Os pee Tavéxabey Ex Alwyns peyddAns dpweduevos: but more 
frequently of time, 1. 170, dvdpos TO dvéxabey édvtos Polvixos : 
6. 125, éoav Ta avexabev AapTpol. 

Plut. Num. 13, 7 dvéxadevy gopa: Lucian, Jud. Voc. 7 
(91), Bovdtios 76 yévos avéxadev: Polyb. 16. £2. 2, evxovtat TO 
avéxabev ’Apyelwv arouxa yeyovevar: et frequentissime. 
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COXXXVITTE 





Kepadatmdéctatov’ todTo Tovvoua evpov év apy Tav 
TloAéua@voc Tob “lwvikod copistot ‘lotoptdv Kata mpoointov, 
Kal Pauude@ ZeKxovvdov TOO currevouevou AUT rpaupaTtKod, 
Tc @vy Ta GAAG deEtoc Emi AEEtv Kal Emavopeay Ta cur- 


FpaUUATA TOU co@iotod, ToTO Tapeldev GddKtoV dv. 





The Polemo here referred to flourished in the first half 
of the second century A.D. That he should have kept a 
grammarian to correct his work shows no less clearly than 
the work of Phrynichus himself the state to which liter- 
ature had fallen in the second century. 

The defaulting form is cited by Lobeck from Lucian, 
Diogenes Laertius, Eusebius, and others, and the com- 
parative from writers equally debased. Such éxfraovs trep- 
O€oews has already been considered (p. 144). 


COX. 





» > a e ' U c o , ‘ ” a 
Eo@ 6H" Ti macyouoty ot ob w Aérovtec, dedv Eottv Ste 
AE€feély, OUK GV TLC ElKdGeLev, GAN Fi ToOTO MOvov STL HUEAH- 


Mévol Elolv Ol TOUT TH dvopaTL Ypapevol, 





Examples of this transference of é0@ émy from its legi- 
timate meaning, ‘in some way, to the absurd sense of 
‘sometimes,’ are cited by Lobeck from Herodian, Galen, 
Aristaenetus, Nicetas Choniates, etc. 


CCXL., 











BaxknHaAoc: GuapTdvovucty ol tdtTovTec TOTO KaTa TOO 
’ ’ ‘ c ’ ‘ 2 t MW 
BAGKOC,. GHUGIVEL fap O BAKHAOC TOV GATIOTETHHMEVOV TO 


Z 


340 THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 


aidoia, dv Biouvot te Kai Actavot Fa&AAov KaAoDoL. A€re OV 


BAGE Kai BAGKIKOv, WC Ol GpyYator. 








. The correction, BAakixéy for BAdkiov, restores the hand 
of Phrynichus. Both BAdé and BAdkuxds are of the best 
authority in Attic. 


COME: 








‘Exav etvav Kal Trept TodTo to1aTHC Mey OOK Gv TITAIGeELE 
THy dé GPddpa TPOcTIOLOULEVWY GPYaia MOvA KEKPUWLEVH 
YpAobat, TOOe GUdpPTHUG TOLOUTOV EoTLV. OL HEV TAOAGLOL OUTED 
GuvTaTTOUGL TO EK@V Elval, oTe MavTwc GtTaropevoiv H 
GpvHawy émipépetv fi mpocTieévat, Olov, Ekwv Etvat OO MH 
TOLHGw. OUT Kal ol vOv Ev Ppovobvtec. door de ETM KaTA- 
pdcewc TEAS TO Ekodv Eival, Olov, EkOV Elval ETPAaEG, 


Ek@v ElVAlL ETEBOVAECUGAUHY, MEFLOTA GUAPTAVOUGLYV. 





The rule is absolute in Attic. Plato, Phaed. 61 C, ot 
é6mwotioby cor éxav elvar Twetoerar: Phaedr. 252 A, 80ev 87 
éxodoa eivat ovK amodelmerac: Gorg. 499 C, kalrou obk ony 
ye kat’ apxas b70 cod ExdvTos eivar eEamaTnOjcecOaL ws dvTOS 
pitov: Apol. 37 A, mémevopar eyo Exov eivar pndéva advKetv 
avOpdrov: Thuc. 2. 89, rov b& dyéva otk év TO KOATO Exov 
eivar Toijoopar: 4. 98, viv O€, ev © pepe eloly, Exdvtes eivat 
as x oertépou ovK amuevar: 7. 81, Oaoody te yap 6 Niklas Hye, 
vopiGwv ov TO bropevew ev TO TOLOVTM ExdvTas eElvat Kal pdXE- 
c0at cwtnpiav. Thomas, p. 290, adds that the phrase could 
stand in interrogative sentences which are virtually ne- 
gative, as ti tis dv Exov elvar woujoevev, and there can be no 
question that he is right, as such a usage is in accordance 
with the facts of language. To extend the phrase to con- 
ditional sentences, as L. Dindorf would do (in Thes. Steph. 
3. 653) on the strength of Plato, Legg. 646 C, davpdcoupev 
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Gp €t more Tis Exoy eivar emt TO ToLodToy adikvetraL, is quite 
erroneous, as in this case «iva is not found in the best 
manuscripts, being merely a late interpolation, and, more- 
over, the sentence is not a conditional one, but illustrates 
the well-known use of ei after Oavpd¢w. The same scholar 
errs still more grossly in denying that the negative in- 
fluences éxdvras efva. in the third passage of Thucydides 
cited above. No one, however, questions its use in affir- 
mative sentences in Herodotus, as 7. 164, 6 5 Kadpos otros 
..» Ex@v TE Elval Kal deLvod EmLdvTOS OvdEVOS GANA ATO SiKaLO- 
atyns és pécov Ka@ouor xatabels tiv dpxnv, and it was this 
looser use which was followed in the Common dialect. 


COxXEIE 





*Opepoc viv dkovw Tdv MOAAdV TLAEvTwY Eri TOO TPO 
AAtou Gvisyovtoc ypovov. ot dé Gpyatot GpBpov Kai dpOpev= 
EGAAl TO TIPO GpyouévHe Mpépac, év @ Ett AVyv@ dvvaTat 


Tic ypficdat. 6 Tolvvy Gpaptdvovtec ot TOAAOL A€roucLv 


dpOpov, TOO ol apyator Ew A€rovoty. 








The usage of Attic writers is distinctly in favour of this 
view. In his App. Soph. p. 54, Phrynichus places dpOpos 
after péoar vires, and explains it as 7 dpa Tis vuKros Kal? 
iv Gdextpvdves ddovow. The expression épOpos Badds is well- 
known. 


CEXEME 





Maretpetov’ TO pev pdreipoc ddKtwov, TO dé MLOPELPELOV 


> , > ‘ ‘ , > ' U 
ovKEeTL, GvTL b€ TOUTOU OTTAaVLOV AEfouGl, 








The words rijs pev devrépas ovddaBijs dévrovovpévns Tis 
82 rplrns ovoredAAopévns appended by some editors to this 
article are merely a gloss, but a correct gloss as is proved 
by verse— 
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3 a 359 > / LL , 
exoitav T €s ToUTTAdyLOV AnoEL oE KUVTNOOD. 
Ar. Eq. 1033. 
rouTl 8 dpar dnrdvioy jnpiv @s Kaddv. 
Pax 891. 
A. éntrdvuov éotw; B. gor A. kal Kamvny exe. 
Alexis (Athen. g. 386 A). 

Pollux, however, quotes payewpeta from Antiphanes 9. 
48, kal payeipeia TOY ToAEWS pEpGv OvX TEP TA o_Ta TOV 
c \ tal la 3 / >) > ¢ / v4 Lol 
tnd Tals Téxvais epyaotnplwyv, adX 6 ToT0s Obey picOodyTat 
rovs payelpovs os Avtipdyns ev Srpatidtn drodnAody €ovnev— 

°Ek Tv payeipeiwoy Badiav €uBadrov 
J BA 
eis TouWov. 

The passage does not traverse the dictum of Phrynichus. 
The lexicography of the two words is given by Lobeck 
with his usual elaboration. 


COX 





Turydve Kai toUTw mpocextéov’ ol rap duedeic otTw 
Aéfouscl, PLAOC GOL TULYAaVW, EXOPOC MOL TUPYGVELC. del 
dé TH PHUaTt TO Gv TMpooTidéval, PlLAOC WoL TUFYaveElC 


@v, EXYOPOC MOl TULYGvEtC Wy. 





Even in the best age the participle of the substantive 
verb was sometimes carelessly omitted after rvyxdvo. If 
the Prose instances are set aside as of no importance in such 
an inquiry, there is a line of Aristophanes to confute such 
scholars as would correct the texts of prose writers by the 
dictum of Phrynichus— 


kal Tv OcaTGy ei Tis etvous TUyXavEL. 
Eccl. 1141. 


There are, however, seven lines in which the correct con- 
struction is unquestioned— 


\ > e\ 4 a , / 
TOV 6 VLOV OOTEP WY [LOVOS [LOL TUYX GAVEL. 
eal, By 


THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 343 


ei Tuyxdvot y 6 daxrvALos Sy TyAlas. 
Pl. 1037. 

a) Kat Tis Gv avinp 6 Tpooimy TvyXaveEL. 
Eccl. 29. 

pa tov Ai’, ob yap évdoy ovoa Tvyxavel. 
Id. 336. 

ervyxavev yap ov tpiBav oy immuxijs. 
Vesp. 1429. 

OTL Tuyxaver AvXVOTOLOS Vv" TPO TOD pev odY 
Pax 690. 

el 6 Tvyxaver Tis Gv Dpv pndev Hrrov UawAapov. 
Av. 762. 

These at once elevate the construction with the participle 
into a rule, and shew that the omission of the substantive 
verb is quite exceptional. Such exceptions are sometimes 
unfairly multiplied by such lines as— 

el 6& Tuyxdver Tis tuGv Sparetns EoTiypevos 
Ar, Av. 760. 
on the one hand, and 
cwotnp yévor av Zevs ew aomidos tvx@v 
Aesch. Sept. 520. 
on the other. In the former of these lines éoriypevos is 
participial, not adjectival, and in the latter the participle is 
naturally supplied from yévorro. Aeschylus does not else- 
where employ this construction, but in Sophocles it occurs 
five times— 
évdov yap avijp apt. Tvyxaver, Kapa 
Aj. 9. 
péyiotos avtois Tuyxaver dopvéévwv. 
El. 46. 
Oupaiov olxveiv' viv & dypotor tvyxavet. 
Ide uss 
xalpois Gv ef oor xapta Tvyxdvot Tdoe. 
Id. 1457. 
pevoyn av 10edov & av extos Ov rvyetv. 
Aj. 88. 
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It will be observed that in four of these five lines is 
found the construction which the evidence of Aristophanes 
proves to be exceptional in pure Attic, but on such a point 
the testimony of a Tragic poet is as little to be regarded 
as that of an un-Attic, or late writer, or even of Homer. 

€v0 émel &€s Ayseva KALTOV TADOMEV Ov TEpL TETPN 
nAtBaros TeTvxnKEe SiaptrEpes ayorépwlev. 
Od. 10. 87. 


CEXIEV: 


2urKptoic’ TTAot tapyoc émérpaye ovrrpauud Tt Tov 
avtToo— 
2urKptoic Aptotogavouc kat Mevavopou. 
Kal BAUGZ@ TAC @tirocopiac Em Akpov deirpévoc Kat 
GUPac elddc 6 Tt MOTE Eotw H GUrKplotc, Kal 6 TL StdKptotc 
EXpHioato GdoKiuW PavA. dpolwc dé Kal TO OUrKpivelv Kal 
GUVEKPLVEV HMGPTHTOL. YpH ov dvreteTdvety Kal TapaBaA- 


Aetv AEPEtv. 





‘Haec quoque labes temporibus Alexandri Magni nata 
est. Primus, quod constet, Aristoteles Rhet. 1. 9, 1368 * 21, 
ovykplvew TL mpds TL pro avtimapaBddAew usurpavit: Polit. 
4. I1, 1295 °27, mpos dperiy ovykplvover tiv brép Tovs idioTas : 
H. A. 9. 38, 622 20, ws mpds TaAXa cvykplvecOar. Hinc 
verbi usum accepit Theophrastus, C. Pl. 4. 2, cujus aequalem, 
Philemonem, ovyxpiois usurpasse contra Phrynichi mentem 
notat Berglerus. Nihil jam in scriptis Graecorum frequen- 
tius quam hoc vocabulum. ...In librorum elogiis id fuit 
unum celebratissimum; sic olim legebatur Chrysippi, Svy- 
Kpiols TOY TpoTLKaY akiwydtwv Diog. La. 7. 194; Caeciliani 
Siculi Lvyxpiors Anpyoobevovs cal Aicyivov, Suid.; Meleagri 
Gadareni AexiOov kat axis, Athen. 4. 157; Plutarchus ipse 
comparationem Graecorum et Romanorum imperatorum 
avykpiow vocat, Vit, Flamin. c. 21.’ Lobeck. 


THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 345 


CEXEVA: 


‘ > ‘ 


Kar ékeivo kaipod- Kal é€fd@ pev MvddTTecbat Tapaiwa 
oto ypficdat. ef 8, Sti Oouxvdidne etpHKe, Sappoin Tic 
” Ul \ \ \ na v \ \ ‘ eu 
XPHOOGL, YPHGOG® Mev GuUV dé TH APOpw. Tapa ev FAP GAA 
T&y dokiuay ovy evpov. Hrodmat dé Kal OouKvdidyy év TH H 


ueta TOO Gpepou elpHkevat KaT ékelvo Tot KaLpod. 


The phrase is not met with in Thucydides, but in the 
seventh book, not the eighth, are encountered the corre- 
sponding words, cata todro xatpod (ch. 2). Lobeck quotes 
Thuc. 7. 69, ddAa Te A€ywr Goa ev TH ToLo’TH 75n TOD KaLpod 
ovtes avOpw7o: cizovev Gv: Demosth. 20. 13, kaipod péy 67) mpos 
Tobro Tdpeott Pilato Ta Tpaywata: Aristoph. Pax 1171, ty- 
vikaita Tod Oé€povs: Eq. 944, ovde(s mw xpdvov: Plato, Rep. 
g. 588 A, ered) evtaida Adyou yeydvayev: Theaet. 177 C, 
ovkoby évtad0d mov ijpev Tod Adyov. Similarly in Rep. I. 
328 E occurs ered) évrad0a 7j5n ef THs HALKlas, but in 329 B, 
dco. évtad0a 7AOov nAikias. Of course no such rule as 
Phrynichus would fain lay down was known to Attic 
authors, the article being employed or omitted according 
to the whim of the writer or as the meaning required. 


CCXLV DE 


*EnéstHse Kal émotdcewc aeiov TO mpdrua, avtt tot 
HITOpHGE Kai Grropiac GELov TO TpPGrua. obTO ypaLEVaV TOV 
TrHOiKaV Pid0cdM~av TOAAGKIC AkKHKOG, Et dE Kal apyatwc 


Hi DoKimac, GELOV ETMLGKE Weare, 





Two passages of Classical Greek will show how this 
meaning was acquired by énloracis and égiordva. The 
one is the well-known speech of the Guard in the Antigone 
of Sophocles— 


346 THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 


ava, épO ev ody btws Taxovs imo 

dSvorvous ikdvw, Kodpov eEdpas T0da. 

ToAAas yap écxov dpovrliwy emoracess, 

6d0ts KUKAGY euavTov eis avactpopyy 

Woxt yap nvda moda por prdovpevn, 

tddas, TL ywpets of pocoy ddces Sikny ; 

TAHwV, pEvEels ad; KTE. 
The third line precisely expresses the state of mind de- 
scribed at greater length in what follows—resolves sud- 
denly adopted and as suddenly cast aside, the current of 
the man’s thoughts receiving a check (ézicracus), as a horse 
is quickly pulled up by its rider. 

In the second passage Isocrates says that the benefits 
which Evagoras had conferred upon the state were sever- 
ally so important that refusing to appraise them the mind 
adjudged the palm in succession to each, according as it 
was forced to consider it in particular: 203 A, et Tus €pourd~ 
pe Th vopl(m peyvotov elvar tév Evaydpa mempaypévev . . . els 
mo\Any aroptav dy Katactainy' det ydp jot SoKet péytotov eivat 
kal Oavpacrératoy Kal” bri dy attev emioTHow THY didvo.ay. 

Good writers also use the second aorist as the intransi- 
tive equivalent of the active with didvorav, as Dem. 245. 10, 
ap As tjpépas emt tatra éxéotnyv: Isocr. 213 d, émuotas emt 
Ta Onoéws épya: Epicrates ap. Athen. 2. 59— 

TpOTiaTAa pev ovy TaVTEs avavdets 

Tor éméoTnoay Kal KvWartes 

xpdvov ovK bAtyov dveppdvTiCov— 
but the use of édblornui, émiotjow, éméotnoa, without voor, 
yrépnv, or bidvoiay, is unknown to Attic, and even with 
these accusatives it is rare. In Epicrates as cited the me- 
taphor is still crisp, éméornoav meaning ‘were pulled up 
sharp, rather than ‘were at a loss’ (j7épycav). As it is, the 
Attic of the lines is not high, as a pure Attic writer would 
have employed é:eppovriovro rather than breppovticov, 
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COxMEV Li: 





Evotdeeta, evotadHc, moeev Kai TadtTa elc THV Tov 
‘EAMivwv @aviiv eisepptn, GdoKimTaTa OvTa, PpovTidoc 


GEiov. GAAG GU éuBploera A€re kal EuBpLOHc. 





The defaulting terms are both of great antiquity, al- 
though unknown to Attic. Homer and Hippocrates use 
the adjective, the former applying it to buildings in the 
sense of ‘firmly built, the latter to diseases and to the 
weather, with the meaning ‘equable.’ Il. 18. 374, éord- 
pevar Tept Toixov éiotabeos peyapo1o: Hippocr. Aph. 1247, 
Epid. 1. 938, evotabées vodoor: Epid. 3. 1091, O€pos ovk 
evatabés. In the form evarabin the substantive is met with 
in Hippocr. 24. 45, mpos rods dxAous Tods emLywopevous evo- 
rabins (uepvijcOa) THs év EavTo. 

Epicurus re-introduced the words, and his example was 
followed by subsequent writers, Plutarch, Josephus, Ap- 
pian, Arrian, Philo, and others. Cleomedes, Cycl. Theor. 
2, p. 112, ed. Bak., expressly mentions edora#ys among the 
corrupt terms employed by Epicurus, éwet apos rots GAdous 
kal Ta Kara Thy Epynvelay adiTe (sc. Emxovp) drepOopdra éort, 
capkds evora0h Kataotipara (equable temperament of body) 
Adyovrt kre. Phrynichus ought to have suggested ordoipos 
rather than éup.67s as the authorised equivalent, the latter 
word being properly applied only to men of solid and 
dignified behaviour. 


CCXLIX. 





TldAv obo A€rousty ol viv pritopec Kai TrOLHTal, S€ov 


weTd TOO Vv TIGALV, WC OL Gpyatot A€fouow. 





This article is not found in the Laurentian manuscript, or 
in the edition of Callierges, and is not given by Phavorinus. 
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It is of no intrinsic importance, and if it really came from 
the hand of Phrynichus subsequent grammarians had the 
sense not to repeat it. 


CCE, 


“Yrootacic Eprwv: Kat totTo THV HMeAHMEVwY, ETL TIOAU 
d€ Tapa Toic EproAdBoic TAy Eprov. eHTotvtec de Ti av 
GvT avT@y Gpyatov GEiHUEv volta, Ot Padiwe aypt viv evpt- 


okolev, el 0 etpedeiH, Avarerpayerat. 


The reading azméoracis is due to Nunez, whose manu- 
script had the first letter omitted for subsequent illumina- 
tion. “Yzxdoracis is undoubtedly right, and must have 
meant the ‘plan’ of the work submitted to contractors. 


CCL: 


FevvHwata moAAayod dkovw THy A€Etv TLOEMEVHV ETL TOV 
KapT@v, érd S€ odK oldu Gpyaiav Kai ddKyLlov Ovoav. ypH 


ovv avTi TOO fevvHaTa Kaptrovc Aéretv EHpovc Kal Urpouc. 


This late use of yevvjyara supplies an excellent illustra- 
tion of the tendency of debased Greek to adopt poetical 
modes of expression, and neglect simple terms, and such 
as commend themselves to common sense. Of the authors 
who used yevvyjpara as a synonym of kxapmot, Lobeck 
enumerates Diodorus, Polybius, Zosimus, Gregory Nazian- 
zene, Apollonius Dyscolus, while the word is also found in 
the Septuagint, the New Testament, and the Geoponica. 


COLT 


“Iva GE@otv ov YpH Aeretv, GAA’ iva ararwotv. 
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CCETE. 


"Eady GEHc obdeic dv paiH, GAN éav adr. 

The second article has been brought from a later place 
in the manuscripts. 

The question has already been discussed in an earlier 
article, see p. 217. 


CCEDY: 


DuvevtTeTo Kal GTHVTETO TOLHTLKG. YPH OUV GTTHVTHOE 


AE€felv KGL GUVHVTHGE. 





The middle advrowa: is common in the Homeric poems 
in the sense of ‘meet,’ and in Attic Tragedy governed the 
accusative of a person with the meaning ‘approach as a 
suppliant, but to pure Attic the deponent form is un- 
known. It is confined only to the present and imperfect 
tenses, but in cvvavtjcwvra (Il. 17. 134) Homer transferred 
to the aorist of the cognate davrdw the middle inflexions, 
which, if used at all, an Attic writer would have attached 
only to the future. 

‘“Avrowat, to meet, entreat, Poet. Emped. 14 (Stein); 
Sepmeo. C. 250; Eur. Alc. 1098; Ar: Thesm: 977 
(Chor.); Ap. Rh. 2. 1123; -eoOa, Il. 15. 698; -devos, 11. 
237; Pind. P. 2. 71; zp. jvreo, Callim. Epigr. 31; jvrero, 
Il. 22. 203.’ ‘ovvdvropa, pres., Od. 15. 538; Hes. Th. 877 ; 
Pind. Ol. 2. 96; and zmp. ovvqvrero, Il. 21. 343 Archil. 89 ; 
Eur. Ion 831; Theocr. 8. 1, but dual unaugm. ovvavréoOny, 
17.22. Veitch. 


COCLY, 





Livamt ov Aektéov, varu Oé, 








In Attic Greek there are no substantives ending in iota 
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as dorv ends in upsilon, but foreign words were naturally 
represented in the Greek characters which corresponded to 
the original sounds, as «fxs in Plato, Tim. 60 A, and vazv 
frequently in Aristophanes. In the same way wémepi, Kopp, 
and xwvdBapi must have been in common use. They were, 
however, not declined in Attic, although Eubulus seems 
once to have used wezépidos as the genitive of mémepi— 


KoKkov AaBodoa Kvld.iov 7) rod memépidos 
tpiyao’ 6u0d opvpyn didtarte tiv ddr. 
Athen. 2. 66 D. 
Un-Attic and late writers generally attached the inflexions 
of vowel stems. Accordingly vamv was replaced not only 
by olvam, oivym, or olvanv, but by forms like cvvdzews, 


clyntuy, cwdtet, and owdtvos. 


CCEVA 





"Ovuyizetv Kai €€ovuyizetv’ TalTO GHUGIVEL EKGTEpa Kat 
' 2 \ n 2 cad \ ? > ' \ ‘ 
TIOETAL ETL TOU AKPLBOAOFEIGOAL. TO }o ATOVUYLZELV TO TAC 
avEHGelc TOV GvUywv G@atpetv oHytaiver. "“ErmerdH o 6 
TIOAVC GUP@ETOC A€fOUGLV OvUYLGdV ME Kai dvuytoduHV, dic 
TOOTO GHUALVOMEDG TA OVOUATA Kat Papev, STL Et Ev Ett! TOD 
TOUC SvUXAC APatpelv TLOHOL TLC, YpHoatto dv TH Gtrovuyiety, 
el d€ émi Tod aKptBoAoretobat Kai EEETAZELV AKPIBAC, TH 


OVULXIRELV YPHOGIT ay, 


There is a sad irony in reading authoritative dicta upon 
Attic usage expressed in language so slovenly and incor- 
rect. What would an Athenian have thought of 671 follow- 
ing dapev, or Of onpawoyweOa as used here? The credit of 
Phrynichus may be saved by a supposition of some credi- 
bility, namely, that few of the articles are now worded as 
they came from his pen. Thus, the Paris manuscript here 
presents the concise sentence: "Ovuxi€ew Kat efovuxicev 
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raion, TiWerar de emt Tod AaxpiBoroyetobar* To 6€ amovux leu, 
TO Tas avéioers TOV dvixwv apapeiv. The distinction is also 
clearly drawn in App. Soph. 13. 13, and 55. 9, and is 
natural and convenient, although there is practically no 
authority for it beyond the statements of grammarians. 
Photius and Suidas assert that Aristophanes employed 
évuxlCerar in the sense of dxpi8odoyetrar, and Hippocrates 
used dzovvy (Cerda as a term of the toilet, 618. 38, ras xeipas 
Xp? amrovuxtoacbar. 


C@EVELE. 





‘O vatoc apoevik@c Aefouevoc GpapTaverat. ovdeTepwe 


‘ a ‘ fal > , 
d€ TO V@TOV Kal Ta vVOTa dSoKitwec Gy A€rfotto, 





The truth of this statement is established not only by 
the unimpeachable evidence of Attic Comedy but also by 
other kinds of verse— 


KUVOKOTTW TOV TO VOTOD. 
Ar. Eq. 289. 
b] > \ o& / ° , \ ny 
és Tas TAevpas TAA oTpaTia KadEevdpoTOMNoE TO VOTOY. 
Pax 747- 
éfm relxous Kal Awrodityns Tale. poTdA@ pe TO vOTOV. 
Av. 497. 
6ru) TO vaOTov Tiv pax T olKTEipopeD. 
Eur. Cycl. 643. 
Ta 8 éomepa vor édadver. 
El. 731. 
5 o/ lal > / , 
doTepoelvea VvaTA O.dpEvovc . 
Ar. Thesm. 1067 (parody of Eur. Andromeda). 

It is, however, still possible to regard rov vérov in Xen. 
Eq. 3. 3 as the genuine reading, as the word was certainly 
often masculine in the Common dialect, and a writer like 
Xenophon may well have used that gender. 
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CCLY TTT. 


' > ' 


Bpéyew én tod bew év tit Kon@dia apyata TpOGTLBEMEVH 


' ‘ 
> / 


THAeKAeIdH TH KWUWS® Eotiv ofTwe eipHEevov. Step El Kal 
, » \ n \ a > a > ? ” 
FVHOLOV HV TO dpaua, TO aTaée ELIPHGOAL Eqvudakaped QV, 


Otrote d€ Kal vObOV EoTi, TAVTEAWC GTOOOKIMAGTEOV TOUVOLG. 





‘Quamdiu Graecia in fastigio eloquentiae stetit, verbum 
Bpexew a communi usu sejunctum poetisque aptum fuit, 
(unde est Pindaricum Bpéxe xpvoéas vipdderot pro toe 
xpvodv,) postea autem eviluit proletarii sermonis com- 
merciis. Sic primum Polyb. 16. 12. 3, ovre viperar ovre 
Bpéxerar: Arrian. Epictet. 1. 6. 26, od xataBpexecbe, Srav 
Bpexn, et pluribus versionis Alexandrinae et Novi Testa- 
menti locis. In eadem culpa sunt substantiva Bpoxy pluvia 
et dBpoxla pro dvouBpia. Lobeck. 


CCE 


€ n \ ‘ > ! as > la ' 
Adjupoc: Ol VUV MEV TOV ETILYAPLY TH OVOMATL GHUGLVOUOLY, 


c > > tn) ‘ > \ See an 
ot 8 apyatot Tov tTapov Kal avaLoA. 


The adjective is very rare in pre-Macedonian Greek, 
occurring only in Xenophon and the Comic poet Epicrates. 
Xen. Symp. 8. 24, ef 5& Aauvpsrepov A€yw, pi) Oavpacere’ 6 
yap oivos ovveraipe.: Epicr. ap. Athen. 6. 262 D— 

yaotpw Kadodor Kat Adpupoy os av hayn 
HOV TL TOUTWDY. 

In both places the Latin ziprobus would supply a cor- 
rect rendering. In the Common dialect it occurs frequently, 
but can hardly be said to exist in literature as an exact 
synonym of ézixapis, although it approaches that signifi- 
cation in Plutarch, Mar. Vit. 38, dvos mpoaBdréwas TO Maplo 
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Adpupov tu kal yeynOds: and in Eunapius, 58. 3, rod zatdfov 


T@ TEPITTGS KAA@ Kal Aawtpw dyxXOEvTes Kal Gdovtes. 


CEEX: 


“Emidesmoc Kai €midecmot Gpoevik@c MH Aére, OvdSETEpwc 


d€ TO Emideopov Kal Ta Emmidecua, wc apyatot. 





The word only occurs once in Attic Greek, namely, in 

Ar. Vesp. 1439, and then the gender is indeterminate— 
el val Tay Kdpap 
THY paptuplay tavtny edoas ev TdayeEL 
emldecuov empiw, vodv dv eixes TAclova. 

There can be little question, however, that Phrynichus is 
wrong in claiming the neuter gender for the singular. 
Certainly ovvéecwos and not ctvdecpov was the true form 
of the compound with ovr, and there is no reason why the 
compound with éz/ should differ in gender from the simple 
word and the other compounds. The distinction between 
the plural forms decpuof and decud is worthy of mention. 
The masculine and neuter inflexions are not interchange- 
able, and though éecpol is occasionally used for decpud, no 
Attic writer ever employed deopd for decpoi. As Cobet 
well ‘puts it (in Mnem. 7. 74), ‘deouda sunt vzncwla quibus 
quis constringitur, sed decpds est in carcerem conjectio et 
captivitas in vinculis. Sic Athenis decpov katayryvdcKew 
dicuntur judices, quorum sententiis aliquis in custodiam 
publicam conjicitur, et decuds significat fere ro dedéc0ar, ut 
Odvaros est ro TeOvdvar. Itaque ut de pluribus Odvaror dici 
solet, sic decvof a Xenophonte est positum de pluribus qui 
in carcerem a tyranno olim conjecti fuissent.... Utraque 
forma et caeteri Graeci omnes et Attici utuntur, sed non 
promiscue, ut inter se permutari possint, veluti in Platonis 
Rep. 2. 378 D, “Hpas 6€ ébecpods tnd vidos cal “Hdalorov 


Aa 
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pipers nd Tatpds, id est, rd dedéo00a1 “Hpay imo vigos kal tnd 
matpos “Hdatotov éppipOa, ita dictum est ut deca pro 
decuovs suppositum risum moveret.’ Accordingly, it is 
very natural that decua should be met with far more fre- 
quently than decpot or decpovs. 

Putting aside the genitive and dative cases as identical, 
in Euripides the masculine occurs in Bacch. 518, 634, the 
neuter in Andr. 578, 724, I. T. 1204, 1205, 1329, 1333, 
1411, Rh. 567, Bacch. 447, 647, H. F- 1009, 1055, 2223; 
1342. Similarly, Aeschylus has the masculine once, P. V. 
525, the neuter thrice, P. V. 52, 513, 991, while Aristo- 
phanes employs only the neuter, Pax 1073, Thesm. 1073 ; 
cp. Pollux, 4. 181, eizous & Gy kal deopa.. . ev Pnpurddy. 

As remarked above, éaidecpos is not found in the plural, 
and xarddecwos is equally unfortunate ; but cdvdeoua is en- 
countered in Eur. Med. 1193, Hipp. 199, Bacch. 696. 
Evidence such as this permits the scholar to claim mas- 
culine inflexions for the singular number of deopuds and its 
compounds, and, with the reservation stated above, neuter 
endings for the plural. 

Forms like décpua, déopartos, déopata, emideopata, émider- 
pldos are allowedly un-Attic. 


COU XI 





To okatoc: Kai ToOTO Em evbelac TLOEUEVOV GUaGEC’ Fevi- 
KHic fap EoTt TTWGEWC, TOU GkaTOC, H O€ evOEla TO OKADP. 
Guaptavovtec d€ ol TOAAOI THY LEV OPOHV TO GkaTOC TrOLOUGL, 


THy d€ FeVLKHY GUY T@ Uv, TOU GKaTOUC. 





No writer of the Classical age can have used cxarovs, and 
Athenaeus, 8. 362 C, or his transcribers, must be in error in 
fathering so manifestly late a form upon Sophron— 


BadXiCovtes Tov Oddapov oKadrovs eveTANGaDY. 


a 
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His mimes would have excited more laughter than he 
reckoned upon if they had contained debased inflexions of 
this kind. 


CEL XII. 





Pdovc: kai TodTO HwaptHTar ot rap AeHvator pAewe A€E- 


pouct. Kal TC Gmd TOUTOU TAEKOMEVa PAEiva KGAEITAL. 





The Attic forms were ¢déws, préwv, préw, Prém. The 
genitive g@Aéw is read by most manuscripts in Ar. Ran. 
243, and should replace @Aéws in Pherecrates, ap. Athen. 
6. 228 E— 

éxt tnyavois Kabicav® ipanrew Tod pr€w. 
The Scholiast on Ran. 243 quotes the accusative from the 
Amphiaraus— 

md0ev Gv AAaBoipe Bbopa TO TPOKTO pd€wv ; 

The monosyllabic ¢Ao%s entered the Common dialect from 
the Ionic, as is seen from Hdt. 3. 98. Pollux (10. 178), in 
discussing the adjective, records that PAdivos was not only 
used by Herodotus (3. 98), but also survived in the Tragic 
dialect : Evpiridov év AdtoAvkm Larvpix@ einovtos— 

cxowivas yap immoicr pdotvas vias mwréKes 
7 8¢ DAn bOev erréxero rods pev Kata Tovs “Iwvas, préws de 


s ‘ ’ 4 
Kata Tovs ATTUKOUSs. 


CCL. 





TlerroidHotc otk elpHTat, GAN HTot ToTevew A 


TIETIOLDEVAL. 





Such formations as rerolOno.s, dvtimemdvOnots, and éyp7- 
popots have a certain resemblance to the Homeric é7wTN, 
but have really no kinship with it or with the Attic dywy?, 
éiwo7, or dvoxwyxy. Substantives in -ovs, from the perfect 
stem, were not used by Attic writers. 

Aa2 
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CCLEXIY. 





TladaotH TO wétpoy Kai OBHAUKGC A€reTat Kal Gvev TOO 


Guabeic & ol A€fovtec obv TH Lt Kal GUV TM 6, TAAGLOTHC, 


6uaviUwc TH GOAHTH 6 UévTOL GOAHTHIC TAAGLOTHC Gpoevi- 


' 


K@C KOAEITAL. 





Inscriptions establish the forms preferred by Phrynichus. - 
‘Tladaorn, tpumdAactos: has formas unice Atticas esse pro 
makaoTn, Tpimddaoros cett..... confirmant tituli I 321, 
II 167. (Herwerden, Test. Lap. p. 61.) Accordingly, the 
spelling with iota is wrong in the words of Cratinus and 
Philemon, quoted by Photius: [laAacry- O@ndAvKGs, Kparivos 
Nopous— 

petCov TO b€0s! madatorns. 
Piryjpov >Ededpitaus— 
oKiTOdLoy ey Kal K@dLOY Kal WudOLoy 


tows tadaoTis. 


‘Alterius formae, quam Phrynichus praefert, vestigia ita 
obliterata sunt, ut Perizonius ad Aelian. V. H. 13. 3, nemi- 
nem reperiret ei obsecundantem. Sed translucet adhuc in 
Homerico radaoryjcaca, ut nonnullis scribere placuit Od. 1. 
252, et in scriptura Medicei Herodot. 1. 50, é€amddaora, 
TpimdAaota, Kal madaoTiaia, quae et hic in ceteris codd. et 
2. 149 in omnibus iota destituuntur.’ Lobeck. 


CELXYV: 





“Erriov émi tod érrutepov MH A€re, GAN erpUtepov’ eri O€ 
a > n r eo ” n° ” fal EI 
Tod év TH fF, Olov Erretov KTHMa, El Tic XYP@TO, GptoTa av 


XpHoatto, wc Kai AnuocbevHe Erpetov TOKOV A€rel. 





1 Rhunkenius wéos non inepte corrigit. Fortasse pro 7é est ov etiam 
scribendum. 
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The Attic comparative and superlative of éyyis are éy- 
ybrepos and éyytraros, even if an early writer like Antiphon 
once employs éyyiora, 129. 14, Tov 5€ puapody Tots eyytoTa 
TywpetcOar brodelneTe. Liddell and Scott err here, as they 
do frequently in such cases, by quoting éyyora from 
Demosthenes when the word is really from a spurious 
decree. Ionic writers used éyyiov and éyyiora just as they 
used even dyyordrw and dyyiora. Hippocrates has éyyoy in 
De Vict. Rat. 2. 356. 32, €yysov tod mupds kal rijs épyacins 
eloi, and éyyiora in id. 353. 32, Ta eyyvota Exarepwy, while 
Herodotus uses dyyordtw in 2. 24, and adyxiora in I. 134; 
4. 81; 5.79. The Ionic words linger in Tragic poetry and 
early Attic prose, dyyordtw being met with in Eur. Fr. 623 
(chor.), and dyxicra in Aesch. Supp. 1036, as also in 
Antiphon, 115. 25, Ta 8 dyxuora tepdv KAomijs dvoiy Takavtow 
yeypappevos, ‘and most recently having been indicted of 
sacrilege.’ 

The question as to the orthography of the compounds 
of yj is again referred to in App. Soph. 47. 14, xardyevov" 
ovxt Katdya.ov 61a THs at dipOdyyov. The verdict of Phry- 
nichus is right. In Doric and Ionic, the forms in -atos 
were regular, but in Attic the diphthong e replaced a. 
Thus, éyyevos in the original spelling in Plato, Rep. 491 D, 
PaGmeae tim, 9o A; Dem. 872. 12, 914. 10;. Lys. Fr. 59; 
éxlyevos in Plato, Rep. 546 A (Axioch. 368 B) ; and xardyevos 
in id. Rep. 514 A, 532 B, Protag. 320 E. On the other hand, 
Xenophon may have written kxardyavos in An. 4. 5. 19, as 
Herodotus used that form in 2. 150, and manuscript 
authority is in favour of éyyaus in Xen. Symp. 4. 31. 
The spelling with a: is no more out of place in Xeno- 
phon’s style than in that of late authors like Aristotle, 
Plutarch, and Polybius, or in Ionic prose writers and 
Attic tragedians of his own century. It would be rash 
also to alter éyyatov to éyyefov in Dem. 893. 15, GAAov de 


, v 4 4 at “ v 
avpBoratov ov ovTos euol Tepl TovToy, ovTE vavTLKOD oUTE 
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éyyalov, as old pronunciation survives for generations in 
legal phrases. 

There is, however, no excuse for peodyara in Thue. 6. 88. 
4, when peodyera has the support of the best codices in 
I, 100, 120; 2.1023; 3.95; 7- 80; and peodyea should be 
retained in Plato, Phaed. 111 A, and pecoyefwy in Legg. 
909 A. In Xenophon, An. 6. 2.19; 3.10; 4.5; Hell. 4. 
7.1; 7. 1. 8, the spelling must remain undetermined. 

The form Aezroyéws is unquestioned in Thuc. I. 2, but it 
stands alone in Attic Greek, as the substantive avdéyewr, so 
familiar to juvenile Grecians, is really a word of no author- 
ity. In the only passage in which it is found, An. 5. 4. 29, 
the true reading has been restored, from the corruption 
dvoxatwv, by Dindorf, who reads kdpva d€ émt Téy dvaxelwv 
fv wo\Ad. Akin to dvaé, dvdoow, and dvaxés, the word 
avaxeiov is naturally used in the sense of ‘ store-cupboard ;’ 
dvaxGs éyew tu having the meaning of ‘keep securely ;’ 
Moeris, Attic. 43, dvaxés os TlAdrav 6 Kwopikdos— 


\ XX 4 2 lal Ba 
kal Tas Ovpas avaxds €x@v 


av7t Tob GodadGs 7) pvdaktikGs. The question is discussed 
in detail by L. Dindorf in Steph. Thesaurus, I. ii. col. 1067, 
1068, and the same facts are presented, with slight varia- 
tions, by Zacher, ‘De Nomin. Graecis in -aios,’ pp. 119-121. 


COL wae 





=UoTpav UH Aére, GAAG oTAeryida, 





This question must rest upon the authority of Phrynichus, 
as, in the sense of ‘scraper,’ neither word is encountered in 
Attic writers. 
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COEXVIL 


Maupdepertov wth Aére, THOEAGSODY dé. 


*MappcOperros tantum in Schol. Arist. Ran. 1021, Acharn. 
49 et Poll. 3. 20, legere me memini. Quo accidit Atticos 
cum pdppyn de avia dicere subterfugerent, non potuisse facile 
| fappodpenrov denominare eum, qui ab avia educatur. T7n@ad- 
Aadots quod ex comici versu citat Eustathius, p. 971. 40— 
“Oxreis adeiv ; ottw odhddp ef tnOaddXadois ; 
varie scribitur in glossis grammaticorum, quas Steph. collegit. 
Ego illam scripturam tenendam puto, quae et plurimis testi- 
moniis et ipsius Phrynichi loco App. Soph. p. 65. 30, nititur.’ 
Lobeck. 
The article is probably not by Phrynichus at all, being 
absent from several authorities. 


CELXSVILE 


ZiAMHY’ Kal TOOTO dtepoapLEévov, TIPHV Pap Ol TAAaLOl 


AEPOUGLV. 


This article is not found in several other authorities, and 
in the first Laurentian manuscript only in the margin. 

‘Triplex reperitur hujus nominis scriptura; una usita- 
tissima ofA¢y Aristot. H. A. 9. 17. 6o1. 93, Aelian, H. A. t. 
37, Lucian, Gall. c. 31 (749); Dioscor. 1. 38. 77, tum Galenus, 
Aetius, Paullus; riddn Lucian, adv. Indoct. C. 17 (114); 
tertia ripn Ar. Ach. 920, 925, Pollux 7. 20, quae et Phry- 
nicho restituenda videtur'” Lobeck. 


CCLXITX. 


Yuar ot péev amABC auaptdvovtec dic Tod v, ot O€ SiTAK 








, ‘ a = ‘ »” ‘ ” 
Guaptavovtec dia TOO o1, Olov wola. Eatt d€ kal TO d6voua 


TOAD KiBOHAOV. ve@pov otv Aé€re. 





‘ The Laurentian has confirmed this conjecture. 
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Photius supports Phrynichus, Woas 7 wWolas 7 dm xpy 
kadety map ovdert attiKGv evpov, of 6& madatol yupvacral 
aAdTEKA Tpocayopevovow. Hippocrates uses the word in 
de Artic. 810 C,.and de. Nat. Hum. 229. 31 (ep.27g. 45; 
304. 14), and in H. A. 3. 3, 512.21, Aristotle quotes it from 
Polybius. In Euphron, a poet of the New Comedy, it is 
found in company with AoBés— 

AoBos ris €otr Kal Wiar Kadovpevat. 
Athen. 9. 399 B. 
On the other hand, veppés has excellent authority, the 
singular being used by Aristophanes in Lys. 962, the dual 
in Ran. 475, 1280, and the plural by Plato in Tim. g1 A. 


CCL 








“YAtotHp’ tpUrotttoy TodTO KaAobsLv ot SoKiuac SiaAe- 


FOMEVOL. 





Xpepvros. 
dpos & emevdy Kal Tov oivov HElovs 
TivEelw, TVVEKTOTE’ eoTi GoL Kal THY TpUya. 
Neavias. 
GAN €oT. Kowidn tpg Tadaa Kal canpd. 
Xpepvaos. 
ovKody TpvyoiTos Tatra mdvT ldcera.. 
Aristophanes, Plut. 1084. 
The word occurs again in Pax 535. ‘“YAvorjp, on the con- 
trary, has but a poor record: Dioscor. 2. 123; Oribasius, 
p- 54. ed. Matth.; Geopon. 7. 37, 20. 46; Tzetz. Hist. 
13. 420. 
CCE XX: 





Tldmupoc: romdoetev av tic Airtmtiov etvat todvoua: TMOAL 


rap kat Atrurtov mAdgetat. fpeic S€ BIBAOV épodpev. 








THE NEW PHRYNICHUS, : 361 


The word found fault with is quoted only from late 
writers, Plutarch, Strabo, Dioscorides, Achilles Tatius, 
Nemesius, and the Geoponica. 


CCEXXL: 


“Agpovitpoy’ TeA€we E€ITHAOV Kai GOOKULOV. yp" obv 


Attpov Aéretv Fi Altpou a@pov. 





Lobeck proves that such compounds as adpévitpov, ado- 
cavos, xddxavOos, kvvoxavuata, Onpiodjyuata, wntpadeAdos for 
adpos virpov, adds avOos, etc., are very late. He quotes the 
expression from Hippocrates, 621. 46, and Dioscorides, 5. 
131, and the word from Galen, vol. 2. p. 320 (1. p. 168 L), 
Julius Africanus, Cestz, 3. 290, and the Geoponica, 2. 28. 


CCEA: 





Nirpov: tovro AtoAevc fev av elttoL, dotrep ovv Kai A 


Zap dia Tod v, ABHvatoc Sé dic Tod A, AiTpov., 





Perhaps the spelling with nu may be permitted to 
Alexis— 
TakT@par els TO savepov exveviTpwpEeva’ 
Athen. 11. 502 F. 
but the testimony of Moeris (p. 246), Photius, and Phry- 
nichus is too authoritative to allow of any form but A(rpov 
in Attic writers of an earlier date. 


CCE XIN: 





"EEddeAMOc GTOdLOTIOUTIHTEOV, Gvewioc dE PHTEOV. 


The late word supplants dveyids in the Septuagint and 
in Christian writers. Lobeck’s note gives minute details. 


362 THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 


COLE XY. 





“YcAAarua auadac tivec dvti Tob Eveyupov AEfouot. 





This use of td\Aaypa is only known to us from Gram- 
marians, as Bekk. Anecd. 423. 12: eid@acw of tH yovatkt 
, cal , IN \ an 2 \ ef end 
yapovpévn mpoika diddvtes aitety Tapa Tov avydpos woTEp EvE- 


na ¢ a / te 
XUpOV TL THs Tpoikds avTak.oy 0 viv bmddAaypa A€yeTat. 


COLE 





Tlavdoyeiov ot S14 Tod y Aérovtec GapTdvover dia rap 
Too K YpH Aeretv TTAVOOKEIOV KGL TraAVOOKEvUC Kal TAaVdO- 


KEUTPLA. 








There can be no question that Attic writers invariably 
spelt this and similar words with kappa, wavéddkos, tepoddkos, 
Eevoddkos, Sopvd0Kyn, Swpodoks, etc., but, even if the Oecono- 
micus was written by Xenophon, it is still possible that 
€evodoxla in g. 10 came from the author’s hand. Awpoddxos 
and its derivatives retained the kappa even in late writers. 


COLDOah: 








THv peeipa Aérovol Tivec Kat THY KOptv? GU de ApoeviKac 


TOv KOpiv Aére Kal TOV PbEIpa, dc ot Gpyator. 





‘Feminina positione quemquam usum esse ad hunc 
usque diem tam inauditum fuit ut ne in lexicis quidem ejus 
generis mentio facta sit.’ Lobeck, who discovered several 
instances of the missing gender in late authors. 


CCEXXVITE 





Moxadoy ur Aere Sta TOO K, GAAG dia TOU Y. 
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‘Vocabulum hoc adeo omni auctoritate destitutum est, 
ut in summa copia et varietate Graecorum monimentorum, 
praeter illud Anacreonteum (Fr. 88) a grammaticis in lucem 
evocatum, ne unum quidem exemplum proferre possim, 7) 
sev véov n€ madaidv. Lobeck. The article has little textual 


- authority. 


CEL XIX: 


Kara KOolAiac TOlelv Ol fULVvacTLKOL AEfoUGtV' OTTdObEV 


c , \ 


dé AGBovTec Maolv, GdHAOV. ol rap Tadao Umdrew TH 


racTepa A€rouciy. 


‘Yrdyew is used in medical writers both transitively with 
yaotépa or kowWlay and intransitively in a similar sense, as 
tmdyew THv KowAiny in Aretaeus, Cur. M. Ac. I. 10, and 
koiAla i7dyovoa in Galen, Comm. 4. ad Hippocr. De Rat. 
Vict. in Morb. Ac. p. 396. 27. The expression reprehended 
does not occur at all in written Greek. 


CCEXEXX: 





“E@topkouc: todto dic tod m Aére. 





‘Unicum simile novi Hesychii : "Equopxjcavtes, pevodpevor, 
fortasse ex Doricis monimentis ductum.’ Lobeck. 


COLA. 





Yiedoc, wtepdc, SeAoc, Guaptdvovoty ot dia TOO € A€rovTec. 
Gddkiwov rap. Kai Kopivva— 


TOV UGALVOV TraloG OHoELC. 


This article is not found in any of the manuscripts, in the 
editions of Callierges or Vascosan, or in Phavorinus; but 
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the first Laurentian manuscript and the first editor include 
vedos in the next article. Much of this part of the book is 
undeniably spurious. 


CCEX XE 





‘O mUedoc dtd Tod €, Kal pvEAdC PHTEOV. 





‘hieAos, quod etiam Moeris p. 418 Atticis abjudicat, 
apud Antigonum Carum et fortasse apud plures recentiorum 
occurrit; namque ad hanc partem non satis attentus fui; 
neque puepds nunc dicere possum 70d keira. “Yados, non 
vedos, dicendum esse, uno ore tradunt Phrynichus App. 
Soph. p. 68, Aelius Dionysius, Photius, alii. Neque Theo- 
phrasti auctoritas tanta videri debet ut grammaticorum 
sententiae, Aristophanis et Platonis testimonio communitae, 
idcirco abrogemus.... Ad postrema quod attinet, mvados 
Hemsterhusius ex Hesychio, peuvadkwpevos Hoeschelius ex 
Ps. 65, idem 76 pvedov e Greg. Naz. Apol. p. 26, profert.’ 


Lobeck. 
CCL COOCITE 





Oi yortkec Guabec ot rap SOKIWOL BHAULKAC al YdALKEC 


Pasiv. 





Moeris, 404, xoAddas of mp@rou ’Atrixol, xdAuKas ot peoor 
OndrvkGs, xodixas EpOds, Tovs XOdikas, dpoevikGs “EAAnves : 
Phrynichus, App. Soph. 72. 5, xdAkes of woAAol apoerikds, 
of & dpxaio. @nAvKGs. The quotation in Moeris comes from 
Aristophanes, Pax 717— 

boas 5€ Karéder xoAtKas EpOds Kal Kpéa. 
Ammonius, p. 142, wrongly tries to distinguish between 
xoddbes and xddixes. YXoAddes Kal xOAtKes Siaeper’ Xodddes 
pev yap Ta €vTepa— 


XUVTO Xapal xXoAdbes” 
Tl. 4. 526. 
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xOAuces d€ al TGV Body Kowria, “Apratopdvyns BaBvAwviors— 

7) Bowaploy Tis amextewe Cedyos xoAikwv eTOvpav. 
On the other hand, the statement of Moeris is supported 
by the lexicography of the words. XodAddes, Hom. Il. 4. 
526, 21. 181, Hymn. Merc. 123, and with two lambdas, 
Pherecrates, ap. Bachmann, Anecd. I. 418; xoAukes ai, Ar. 
Ran. 576, Babyl. cited, Pax 717; Fr. ap. Poll. 6. 56; Phere- 
crates, ap. Athen. 6. 268 E; Eubulus, ap. Athen. 7. 330 C; 
Anaxandrides, ap. Athen. 4. 131. 


CCLXXXIV. 


Xovdpokwvetov’ cuabec TO oUVOETOV TOUTO Kal GAACKOTOV. 


This article is not in the manuscripts or the edition of 
Callierges. If it is really genuine, then yxovdpoxdveror, 
the reading of Nunez, ought to be retained, whatever its 
meaning may be. Suppose it to signify the cone-shaped 
vessel through which the groats are shot into the mill, then 
such a compound of xdvépos and kévos would merit the 
remark of Phrynichus. Xovédpoxometoy, on the contrary, 
the conjecture of Pauw, is a perfectly legitimate form 
mentioned by Pollux 3. 78, and supported by dpyvpoxozetor, 
quoted by the same writer (7. 103) from Phrynichus (Com.), 
by Harpocration from Antiphon, and from Andocides by 
the Schol. ap. Arist. Vesp. 1007. 


CCEXXRY. 





"Exteva@c UH, GAN avt adtot daytAd@c Aé€re. 


Adjective, adverb, and substantive, éxtevys, éxrevds, and 
éxrévera all occur with frequency in late writers, but are 
unknown in Attic Greek. Even in Aeschylus— 
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kal pov Ta Mev TpaxOevTa mpds Tovs exTeEveEls 
plrovs TiKpOs HKovoeay atraveytovs, 
Suppl. 983. 
the word has been justly called in question, and by Her- 
_ mann altered to éyyeveis. It is true that Phrynichus may 
be said to find fault only with the signification ‘ profuse,’ 
but the evidence is also against its being Attic in that of 
‘earnest.’ Of the Comic poets Machon first used the term.— 
A7j0n O im adbrhs exrevGs ayawopevos. 
Athen. 13. 579 E. 


CCE XX 


TIpwmtwe “AptototéAnc kai Xptoummoc Aéret. Eott d€ 


OL1EPHAPMEVOV TAVU TOUVOLLA’ Aére OU TIP@TOV. 


Phrynichus is right in absolutely denying these forms to 
Attic. Moeris, p. 298, and Thom., p. 764, allow them when 
they denote quality, not number. As a matter of fact, they 
do not exist at all before Aristotle’s time. In Ar. Lys. 
316 there is a variant mpdrws, but evidently a correction to 
restore the metre, which halts in the best manuscripts, the 
Ravenna presenting ap@rov, others apéros. Enger has 
replaced the original apéricor— 


~ ly) ¢ / 4 / ’ b] \ 
THY AapTad Hppevnv OTws Tpdtict eyo mpocolces. 


CCLXXXVITL 





Tlapaérikuy “Immiav Kat “lava tive GUTFPpAMea Haoiv elpH- 
kéval, Huetc d€ ToCTO TapaKkaTabrikHy épodpuev, Oc TAdtov 


Kat Ooukvdidue kat Anpocbévuc. 





The “Iwy tis cvyypaped’s is evidently Herodotus, who has 
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the word in 6. 73, mapaéijxnv adrods mapariOevrar és rods 
€xOiarous, and 9. 45, mapadijxny ipiv émea tdde riepwar. The 
authority for tapaxaraOj«xn and zapaxararideua, however, is 
so overwhelming—Plato, Thucydides, Lysias, Aeschines, 
Isocrates, and others—that the note of Photius, [lapa0jxnv 
TlAdrwy Svppaxia, even if credited, may be disregarded. 
Certainly, the use of rapariOeyar for wapaxararidewat in Xen. 
Rep. Ath. 2. 16, rij ovctay tais rico maparidertat, is to 
be considered an anticipation of the Common dialect. It 
is in place in Herodotus, as 6. 86, rod apabewevov Ta xpijara 
of waides, and in Polybius, as 33. 12. 3, @dckovtes ovdevi 
mponoecOa Ta xXpypata ... TARY alte TH Tapabeuerw, but 
not in an Attic writer. 


CCEXXXVll 








*AtrapaBatov mapaitod Aéretv, GAN GmapaitHTov. 








In this case, as in so many others, the diction of late 
prose meets that of Attic poetry—Aeschylus has rapaBartos 
in the sense of zapairnros in a lyric passage of the 
Supplices— 

Ads od mapBards éotw peydra piv anépavros, 
but the word is as alien to prose as py or az€partos, its 
companions in the poet. 


COM ee ax, 


Avyviav’ avi robrou Avyviov A€re, Oc H KMUWoia. 








Tovdi Aéyw, od & od ovrieis’ KdTTaZos 
TO Avxviov earl’ mpdaexe TOV vody' oa pév 
Antiphanes, ap. Ath. 15. 666 F. 
It is a shortened form of Avxveiov, already considered on 
X , 
p. 132 supra. ‘‘H Avyxvla praeter scriptores sacros, Philonem 
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p. 425 B, et Josephum, etiam Lucianus, Asin. C. 40 (608), 
Galenus de Comp. Med. p. locc. I. 2, 326. D, Artemidorus - 
I, 74. 103, Hero Sfiritualia, p. 212. Lobeck. 


CEXE. 


*"Ar@mrov: tTOOTO TOUVOUa TaTTOUGLV Ot TaAaLoi étti Tod 
Tiva 6d0vy Hroupévov. obtw Kai OoukvdtdHe KéypHTat. viv 
d€ of Tept Ta StkaoTHpLa PHTopec arwrovc KaAoUGL Tovc 


dyeToUc Tay VdaTwv, 





The late meaning is cited from Herodian, 7. 12, éxxoyrar 
mdytas Tovs elapéovtas els TO otpatomedoy aywyovs UdarTos: 
Geopon. 2. 7, évAivois 6& dywyots Kabapov Tro Bdwp eis Ta 
ppéara ovvayew : Galen, de Us. Part. 16. 1.673 A; Procopius, 
and others. 


COXCE 


Kpupetar metre dia tot B Aéretv Kai KpUBecbat, GAAG 


did TT KpLTITETAL Kal KpUTTTEGOGL Pael. 


CCXCILE 





Kapfivat Kai éxapxHv gaol, Kal etvat ToUToU mpoc TO kel- 
pasdat diapopdy. To wév rap éml mpoBat@y Tieéaol, Kel- 


pasbat de emi GvepmmTay. 





The distinction is just. Verbs which have a reference to 
the care or embellishment of the person have naturally 
what is called the direct middle, that is, a voice purely 
reflexive. In other cases the reflexive meaning is conveyed 
by the active voice and a reflexive pronoun. 

When Veitch says, ‘Neither of the aorists passive seem 
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to be of Attic usage,’ he can only mean that by accident 
neither occurs in our texts. If occasion had demanded, 
exdpyv, kapyvar would certainly have been used as a matter 
of course. 

Lobeck quotes violations of the Attic rule, Plutarch, 
V. Lys. 1, rév ’Apyelov emi rév9er Kapévtmy: Julian Antic. 


Anth. Pal. 11. 369— 


TO € xpi) Spemavorcr kal od adldecor Kkaphvar. 


€€XGelll. 


KoyAtdptov’ rodto Atotpov “Aptotopavue 6 kapumdorrotoc 


Aéret, Kat ot d€ o}TM A€ére 


Though this article is absent from the extant manuscripts 
and the edition of Callierges, and is not in Phavorinus, yet 
it is possibly by Phrynichus, as in App. Soph. p. 51, the 
same caution appears again, Avorplov' 7d t70 Tay ToAAGY 


_xadotpevov KoxAtdpiov. The late word is used by Galen, de 


Medic. Simpl. 11. 1, 8, 23, de Pond. et Mens. vol. 13, p. 976 
seqq., by Dioscorides, and in the Geoponica, 7. 13, p. 491. 


GCXELV. 





AcEanevh pact MAdtwva emi tric KoAuuBr pac ELDHKEVGL. 
> ‘ ’ ” > ‘ - , ca , >? c 
érdy DE OD MHUL GAAG SeEGUEVH TH TOV ElTEV Gc TIOL- 


oumévH. ypri ovy Kal Hyde KOAULBHOpa A€rety. 





The Grammarian is here in error. Not only did Hero- 
dotus employ the despised synonym of xoAvy79pa in 3. 9, 
and 6. 119, but Plato also in Crit. 117 A, rats 6% 67) xpyvacs, 
Th] TOO Woxpod Kal TH TB Oeppod vdparos, TAHOos pev apOovov 
éxovorais, Hiov7y be Kal dperi Tov bddrwy mpods ExaTepov Th 
xphow Oavpacrod TepuKdros, expOvTo TEpLaoTHTavTEs olkodounoets 
kal d€vopwr dutedoces Tperovaoas ‘daar, de€apevas Te ad Tas pev 


Bb 
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tmaOplovs, Tas 5€ XEypepivas Tols Oepuots AovTpols trocTéyous 
mepitievtes, xwpls pev Baowskds, xwpls b€ idiwriKds, err be 
yovaEly Gddas Kal érépas immous kal Tots dAdo brocvylous, Td 


c / / / 
mpoapopov THiS KOTUNTEMS EKATTOLS ATOVEMOVTES. 


CEXGY: 





XO0V GTOGOBHTEOV OTL TIOLHTLKOV, GyTi d€ TOD YOLZOv Epod- 
MeV YOEGLVOV, TIPOC TO TIOALTLKOY GTOTOPvEvovTEc TOV Adfoy, 


c \3> , 
@c Kal Aptotopavue. 


There is no means of ascertaining which form Phrynichus 
preferred, as the apparatus criticus will show. The adjective 
occurs twice in Aristophanes (Ran. 987 and Vesp. 282), but 
in metres too irregular to control the form, some editors 
preferring the tribrach, others the dactyl, although in both 
places the manuscripts exhibit only y@eowdv. Neither 
form is found elsewhere in Attic Greek, although the 
repudiated x6.¢ds is very common in Homer, and is found 
in Herodotus. The reason why the adjective appears so 
seldom in Attic is that the premier dialect preferred 
instead to use the adverb with the article. Here a 
difficult question suggests itself: Which was the recog- 
nised form, the monosyllabic yés, or the disyllabic é6és? 
Grammarians contradict each other, and the inquirer is 
thrown back upon his trusty guides, Attic Comedy and 
common sense. The verdict of metre is conclusive. The 
monosyllable is encountered in the following lines— 
xs otv Kreov 6 kndepov jyiv epeir ev dpa, 
Vesp. 242. 

Kaye y’ 1 Tdpvn xOes eloehOdvTa THs peonyplas, 
Id. 500. 

tatr dpa tadra KAesvupov atta tov pipaomw ybes ldodca, 
Nub, 353. 
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3 ’ f X\ lal nan / 
és Opoiddxov xbés TGy TpLXGv KaTéoraca, 
Lys. 725. 
/ o a 

XO€és Te Kal TpwNY KOTELTL TO KaKioT@ KOppaTt, 
Ran. 725. 

ovK nonobda pe 

HRM od 


ppacarta oor xOEs ; 
Eccl. 552. 


@ Brewidnw dyewor 7) xO&s Tparromer, 
Plut. 344. 


molov xpdvov taddvtal’, ds map euol xOes ip. 
Id. 1046. 


Much more numerous are the examples of éy@és— 


> X / > c lal n > 3 ¢ / 
€xOes d€ y Huly detmvoy ovVK IVY EoTEpAs, 


Nub. 175. 
exes 6 pera Tad? expOapeis ovx oid dro, 
Pax 72. 
ppoddor yap éxdés clow eLxiopevor, 
Id. 197. 
> ¥ a GN | s > , 
ovK €oTw jpiv’ éxOes ciowkiopeda, 
Id. 260. 
A. GAN ovk éxvers ot y exOés; B. GAA THpepor, 
Lys. 745. 
n po er 5 s ot Ld 
aTpayyoupla yap’ éx0és Epayoyv Kapdapa, 
Thesm. 616. 


éxbés & exovr’ clddy o eye tpiBdror, 
Plut. 882. 


3 ‘ ‘ a > € if / 
€xO€s peTa TAVT ETLVOY NMEpaV TPLTND, 


Antiphanes, Zonar. Lex. 2. 1745. 


, . td / = \ a 
€xOes umEeTWeEs, ELTA VUVL KpaiTaAas, 
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Alexis, Athen. 2. 34 D. 


éxydés MeAavdrw rodvtedois Alyumrion, 


Anaxandrides, Athen, 12. 553 D. 


, > / , « lal > s ad 3 ~ fal 
Tamibdoy., Hyiv €otiv ts €xOes melv, 


Crobylus, Athen. 8. 365 A. 


e/? , ‘ > ‘ \ “A 7 / 
bv’ éxOes @povs els TO Tip aroaBEoas, 


Euphron, Athen. 9. 379 E. 


, ‘ ./ a ee ae 1 
ex Jes KEKLVOUVEVKAS’ OUVOELS €lx€e TOL, 


Id. Athen. 9. 377 D. 


Bba2 
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The word is found only once in Tragedy— 

ov yap TL vov ye KayOés AAN del ToTE 

Gy) tadra. Soph. Ant. 456. 
°Ex0€s, therefore, was the regular Attic form, the old Ionic 
x9és being naturally retained in phrases like xOés Te kal 
mp@nv, and occasionally, as in Nub. 353, and Vesp. 242, to 
help the metre. After a word ending in a vowel éyés 
yielded to its older rival even in prose, as éxetvos also seems 
sometimes to have done. Editors may please themselves 
as to using the apostrophe or not, mpoénv re Kal yds, or 
Tponv Te kal xOés, but to a seeing eye the principal fact is 
placed beyond dispute by the evidence given. 


CCXCVET 





Baéduoc takdov dia TOO 6, dita TOO G ATTIKOV, BaGcLtéc. 





So Moeris 97, Bacpyos ’Atrixds, Babuos “EAAnvikGs. 


CCXEV IT. 





Tlupia: todto tattovotw ot mOAAOL ETL THC €v T@ Bada- 
vel tmuéAov, Kal Eyet ev TO ETULOV GTO TOD TrUPODGEAL, Ot 
UHV TO GKpLBec Kal SOKIOV. TVEAOVE fap OL Gpyatot Kadot- 


Glv, GAN Ov TUPAC. 


The rejected word does not appear at all in Attic Greek. 
It is, however, classical, though not in the sense of wvedos. 
Herodotus has it of a vapour-bath, 4. 75, ot SxvOat THs Kav- 

la x A 3 x la ¢ yf (per KX \ / 
pap.os TO oTepua eTedy AGLwcL, VTOOVVYOVGL VTO TOUS TLAOUS, 
Kal emeita emuBadAovot TO omeppa emt Tovs diapaveas AlOovs 
TO Tupl TO be Oviarar eTw1BadAdpevov Kal atplda Tapexerae 
, or c x LEN , + / b) / 5 
TocavTny wate “EXAnviKy ovdeula av piv aupln amoKpaTyoete 


ot 6& VkvOar ayduevot TH Tupin w@ptovrar 
Vey 4 PERS RUG T Ns 
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It is used for wveAos by Moschion as quoted by Athen- 
aeus in 5. 207 F, ijp d& cai Badaveiov tpixdwov, muplas xadxas 
éxov pels, Kat Aovtijpa, wévTe peTpyTas dexduevov: and by 
Nicarchus in Anth. Pal. 11. 243, of Badaveis yap eis tore 
TacoovTa, tiv wupiay Kadedciv. Both Moschion and Nicar- 
chus probably wrote in the same century as Phrynichus. 


C€XEV ITT. 





“ImTaGOat TAPGLTHTEOV, Et Kai Gas Tov eH Kelmevov Ai 


dic. teTecbat O€ AEre. 





The Attic verb corresponding to the English ‘fly’ de- 
rives its tenses from one or other of the three stems, izta, 
mer, and wora. The reduplicated imra, which belongs to 
the same group as tora, rife, and fe, supplied the future 
and its moods— 


inrnpe tornpe TlOnpt inpe 
aTHoopa! oTHoW Onow TOW, 


From zer came the present wérowar, the imperfect ézerd- 
pyv, and the syncopated aorist éaréyunv, while wora furnished 
the perfect memdrnyar. No Attic writer uses tary or inra- 
pat, entnv OY enTdynv, ToTGpat, emoTepnv, or éemoTHOnv, but 
the future mer7jo0oua. is found by the side of arjcowa. In 
Homer and the Tragic poets are encountered forms from 
éxtynv and éenraynv, as amrainv, mTHval, wrds, TTacOa, TTdpevos, 
and from woréya: forms like worara: and éxor7Onv, but in 
Attic prose and Comedy they were unknown. In the 
Common dialect any form from any of the three stems 
passed muster, and even new tenses were manufactured 
which could be referred neither to tmra, wer, or mora. Such 
were ézerda0nv and wénrapar, which in Attic belong not 


1 For the middle, see infra, p. 399. 
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to mérowa, but to merdvyyu. By others morépmar was 
lengthened to mw7éya1, and used as a regular verb. _ 

It is therefore not surprising if Attic texts have suffered 
at the hands of transcribers. The principal risk naturally 
fell to the aorist éxréunv, so apt to be confounded with the 
un-Attic éxraynv. Thus in Ar. Av. 788— 


ExTTOWEVOS Av oUTOS nploTnoev eAOOY olKade 
7 9 dX b] \ rene) ore Gs) S / 

Kat av é€umAnobeis Ep nyuas avfis ab KaréeTTeTO— 
the Ravenna preserves the true forms, but other manu- 
scripts have inconsistently éxarojevos and karémraro, or still 
worse, éx7eTdwevos and xatréntero. The Ravenna is equally 
invaluable in Av. 48, where it confirms the conjectures of 
Dawes and Brunck— 


y 4 95 , ad, / 
€l TOV TOLAVUTHY eloe OAL 7) TET TETO— 
against the vulgate— 
4 9S / & / 
ef mov ToLavTny olde TOALW 1) TWETTATAL. 


In Av. 90 dzénrero, 278 cicénrero, 789, 792 Karénrero, 
791, 795 avénteto, 1173 ecicéntero, the Ravenna retains 
the original spelling when most other manuscripts replace 
omicron by alpha. But in 1206 dvanrdyevos, and 1613 
Tpoontayevos, even the Ravenna slips, although it supports 
the true form of the participle in 1384 dvamrduevos, and 
in 1624 xatamTopevos. 

As in the case of jpdunv, the subjunctive and optative, 
€popat and épolynv, might as far as form goes belong to the 
present tense; so the subjunctive mrdéuac may be a mood 
of either énrdynv or éxrduny, but in Attic it certainly be- 
longs to the latter. 

The longer form of the future is met with in two lines of 
Aristophanes— 

bmws TeTHTEL p EvOY Tod Ards AaBdr, 
Pax 776 


ovK anomeTnoe. Oatroy els "EAvpnor, 
Id. 1126. 
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but the shorter has good authority— 


4 / na c X\ 
Oior Kakodaiwv, oTpovOos avip ylyverat 


/ a a 
EKTTHTETAL, TOV, TOD “oTL poe TO OLKTVOD; 
Vesp. 208. 


The perfect zewérnuar rests upon prose instances, and upon 
Aristophanes— 
a3 of RS) 4 > 3 lal \ / > ec / / 
TaUT ap akovoae avTav TO Pbeyw 1 Woxy pov meTOTHTAL’ 
Nub. 319. 


> > \ a DS / 
aveTTepOo0at Kal TeToTHOOaL Tas PpEvas. 
Ay. 1445. 


This verb admirably illustrates the refined eclecticism of 
the Attic dialect, and the record of its corruption tells only 
too plainly how the intellectual refinement from which it 
sprang decayed and passed away. 


CEXCDXS 





NriotHe BapBapov, td 8 Gpyatov vAoTic dtd TOO t. 





The form may well have been used by the Parody-writer 
Matron, Athen. 4. 134 F— 
yyoTns, GAAotplav ed elds Sermvocvvdwv— 
but there is only the questionable authority of Gram- 
marians to support its occurrence in Simonides. Bekk. 


Anecd. 1402. 
It is cited from late writers, as Apollon. Hist. Mir. c. 51, 


bre vioTHS UTIpXEv- 


CCE 





Karte yetip@v deivac CvedArivistov, Kat r¢é Eri yetpav 


dé HEGTH Pap H Kapmdia Tot KaTc yYeELpdc. 





The edition of Nufiez, and the margin of the first 
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Laurentian manuscript, are the only warrants for this article, 
but it is correct as a statement of usage. Athenaeus 9. 
408 E, 7) mAciwy b& xphows Kara xeupds Bdwp clwOe A€yewv, 
ws Eirodis ev Xpvod Téver, xat Apeuplas Spevddvy, ’Adkaids 
te €v ‘lep@ Tayo. Taetorov & earl rotro. idAvAAuos be ev 
Avyn kata xeupdv elpnkev otrws— 

kal 57) dedeumvijkaow al yuvaixes GAN adatpeiv 

wpa ’otly ion Tas tparéas, ira TapaKxophoat, 

ETELTA KATA XELPOV ExdoTH Kal pvpov TL dodvaL. 
Mévavépos “LSpta— 


of O€ KaTa xElpOy AaBdvTEs, TEpyevovot PidTaToL. 


GEC 





Pdrowat BapBapov. A€re ody Edouat Kai KaTeédopat. 


TobTO rap ’AttiKkov. 





CECCIE 








Bpasonat, kakadc 6 Papwpivoc. ot rap’ AttiKol dvr 


salto edouat ypMvtTat kat KaTédouat. 





The former of these articles has little better footing than 
300, and in the edition of Nufiez the latter, which comes 
from a later position in the manuscripts, is augmented by 
the sentence, dxpirov ody Kal dndBAnrov Tov arrikGv paver Td 
Bpdcowa phya. 

The marvellous rule by which middle inflexions were 
necessarily attached to the future of a verb like éo0/m was 
mentioned on article 45, and I shall here carefully and 
fully redeem the promise there made. 

An important instance of a very common manuscript 
error is to be found in the lines of Aristophanes in which 


Pho 
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Trugaeus asks the son of Cleonymus to sing him a stave 
that will not suggest war and arms— 
doov mpiv elovevar Tu’ ob yap €v od Ste 
ov mpdypar doe ocddpovos yap «t TaTpds. 
All the manuscripts read does for doe, but Dawes was 
right beyond question in replacing the active by the 
middle future. Not only in Attic, but throughout Greek 
literature till a late period, the middle doouwa: was the only 
future of the verb ddw. But in debased Greek the active 
dow was the more usual form!, and it is no wonder that a 
copyist should insert its second person singular in Aristo- 
phanes when it had the same metrical value as the classical 
doe, and was suggested by the fact of the following 
word beginning with a sigma. It is true that dcovow is 
actually read in Plato, Legg. 666 D, wotay 5& doovow ot 
dvopes pwvyiv; but the expression is unintelligible till we 
restore jjoovo.v, the word which Plato wrote, and which 
he was fond of using in this connexion: Legg. 8go D, 
macav hoviv tevta: Legg. 934 D, woddArv wri tévres: 
Theaet. 194 A, Seupqva dhoviv play ietoav: Legg. 812 D, 
ddXda weAn TOV xopddy tevoGy: Phil. 51 D, ras & tu Kabapov 
tetoas weAos: Phaedr. 259 D, at iaou kadAlorny pov. 
The same lesson is taught by the consideration of the 
future forms of d1éKw. 
The active is supported by the manuscripts in— 
xpvood bidgers opixvOnv kal kvprov. 
Arist. Eq. 969. 
ov mad 
TnL bidEers ; ToUTAaALWW TpéxELs OV YE. 
Thesm. $224. 
ovK amobiiéers GavTov amo THs oiKlas. 
Nub. 1296. 


1 <Babr. F. 12. 18; late prose, Himer. Or. 1.6; Menand. Rhet. 617; Nicol. 
Rhet. 11, 14; Aeneae Epist. 18, mpoo- Ael. H. A.6.1, Dor.do@, Theocr. 1.145. 
‘’Aciow, Callim. Apol. 30; Dian. 186, Del. 1; Anth. (Mnas.) 7. 192; Q. Sm. 
3.646; Opp. Cyn. 1, 80, 3. 83.’ Veitch. 
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Xen. Cyr. 6. 3. 13, didgers 5¢ : id. An. 1. 4. 8, didfo: 
Dem. 989. I1, du€ere. 
The middle is read in Ar. Eq. 368— 


dud€opal oe deidrlas: 


Thuc. 7. 85, dum£ouévous, 
Plat. Prot. 810 C, di€ofuny, 
Theaet. 168 A, dud€ovra, 
Clit. 407 A, d.é€0puar, 
Xen. Cyr. 1. 3. 14, dude, 
4. 1. 19, diwéopeda, 
4. 3. 18, dud€opar. 


These facts distinctly prove that in Attic Greek d1éxw had 
invariably a future middle. In our texts it is occasionally 
active, but the texts were altered by the copyists of an age 
in which Dionysius of Halicarnassus could use d:d€oyau in 
a passive sense. Excepting duééw in Xen. Cyr. 6. 3. 13, 
and é.éfere in Demosthenes, the active is confined to the 
second person singular, which, except in one letter and that 
a finial one, is identical with the middle. Add to this, 
that in three cases out of the five the following word began 
with the same letter sigma. It is well known that this is 
no unfrequent source of error, as in Eur. Or. 383— 


ixérys apvAdovs ordpatos éEdatwv Alras— 


the manuscripts have the absurd reading a@vAAov. In 
Thesm. 1224 the active is due simply to erroneous divi- 
sion of the words, die ’s rotpmadw being, as Cobet 
shows, what Aristophanes really wrote. The did€éere of 
Demosthenes must be altered to éidéeo0c, and perhaps 
Cobet is right in restoring 6iéfouar in Xen. Cyr. 6. 3. 13; 
but Xenophon is too uncertain a writer to take any account 
of, and whether he wrote 6vééw or d1d£0a1 does not affect 
Attic usage in the least degree. 

The history of these two futures, doouar and dudéouar, 
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teaches the valuable lesson that manuscripts are of no 
authority in establishing the true form of a future when it 
has survived only in the second person singular. 

In other cases in which two forms were nearly alike, the 
copyists have blundered by using the one for the other. 
In Arist. Plut. 932, the Informer addresses his witness, 
calling upon him to bear testimony to the conduct of 
Carion— 

épas & Tovet; Tadr’ éyo paptvpopar— 
but the manuscripts read vores. Budacus was the first to 
make the necessary correction, and Brunck and others have 
confirmed it. 

When the middle ¢vAdée. is unquestionably demanded 
in Arist. Pax 176— 

kel py pvddéer, Xoptdcw Tov KdvOapov— 
the copyists have nothing to offer but the meaningless 
active Puddéers. 

In Arist. Av. 1568, on approaching Nephelococcugia, 
Poseidon turns to his fellow-ambassador Triballus, and 
tries to get him to arrange his dress more gracefully— 

odros th Spas; en’ dpiotép’ otras dp7exXel ; 

od peraBadret Oolpdriov GO ent dekud. 
the middle is required, and yet the manuscripts read pera- 
Bares. 

The verb #AvdCoua is not rare, but it is never found in the 
active voice except in Arist. Lys. 380, 7Avd¢ers, where no 
manuscript has the true reading 7Avd¢eu. 

Another type of manuscript blunder is presented by 
optatives like peOefynv and pedetnv becoming interchanged 
as in Ran. 830— 

obk av peOeiunv tod Opdvov, pi) vovbéret, 
and Soph. El. 1306— 


ianpetoiny To TapovTt balpor. 
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Now in both these cases the manuscripts present the 
wrong voice; in the line of Aristophanes peOeinv, in So-- 
phocles wtznperoiunv. Dawes corrected the former and 
Elmsley the latter’’ 

The same verb peOinus affords an excellent example of 
the other kind of manuscript error already shown in did€ere 
for didfeobe. In the lines— 

KOKKU, PeOecOe Kal TOAV ye KaTwTEpa, 
Arist. Ran. 1384. 
peOecbe, peOerbe Kal TO TODdE y ad permet, ; 
Id. 1393. 
the manuscripts read peOeire in all three cases. The active 
voice may thus be used intransitively, but the second 
person plural imperative active has its penultimate syllable 
short, weOere. The way in which the blunder arose is shown 
by 1. 1380— 
kal un peOjcbov, mplv av eyo oper KoKkiow. 
' The Ravenna has the true reading peOjc00v, but other 
manuscripts have only pedeicOov, a form half-way to pe- 
Ocirov, as buvéere sprang from bidecde. 
Take another type still from the same play. In 1. 1235— 
pas, Tpoon ev av0us ad tiv ArjKvOor. 
GAN @yab’ éru Kal viv anddov maon TEXVN, 
Aner yap 6Borod wavy Kadjv Te KayaOnv— 
many good manuscripts have azdédos, ‘give back,’ instead 
of the genuine middle dzddov, ‘sell,’ required by the sense. 

The facts just enumerated have a peculiarly apt appli- 
cation to the class of Greek verbs now under discussion, which 
have a future tense, middle in form, but in no other respect 
differing from the other tenses which use the inflexions 
of the active voice. The verbs of this group employ the 
middle form consistently throughout the moods of the 
future, but the active in all other tenses. So thoroughly 


1 Another instance is mapagratyny for mapagrainy in Soph. O. C. 491. 


vo 
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had they become active in all but the inflexional ending, 
that expressions such as ov« dzod.efer cavtov (Arist. Nub. 
1296) did not appear strange to an Attic ear. 

This external peculiarity corresponds to a very marked 
peculiarity of meaning. The verbs which reject the active 
endings of the future in favour of the middle endings, at 
the same time that they retain the active inflexions in 
their other tenses, are all words expressing the exercise of 
the senses or denoting some functional state or process. 
In fact, within the limits of this class are embraced most 
verbs which express the action of what Shakespeare calls 
in one place ‘the mortal instruments, and in another ‘the 
corporal agents.’ 

The reason for this anomaly in form it is useless to dis- 
cuss, as it is impossible to discover. If the meaning was 
originally felt to be most fitly expressed by the middle 
voice, as undoubtedly it was, what was there in the future 
tense to make it acquire this signification when the others 
rejected it? It is possible to collect isolated instances of 
verbs of this class using other tenses besides the future in the 
middle voice. Thus, in a beautiful passage of the Aavatées, 
Aeschylus! puts rikrowat into the mouth of Aphrodit¢— 

Epa pev ayvos otpavds tpdca xOova, 

€pws 6€ yatay AapBdver ydyov TvXELY" 

ouBpos 0 am ebrdevtos ovpavod Terov 

exvoe yaiav’ 7 be Tikretat Bporots 

pydwv te Booxas kal Blov Anpiyrptov’ 

devopOtis dpa 6 ex voriCoytos ydpov 

Té\ews eoti’ Tov 6 eyo Tapairios. 
And a good many examples of AapBdvouat might be found 
to keep Ajyouar in countenance. It is even possible that 
the passage quoted by Athenaeus (10. 426 F) from the 
‘Gods’ of Hermippus has come down to us as he wrote 


1 Quoted by Athenaeus, 13. 600 B. 
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it, although wfvowar and bupépar are found nowhere else in 
the sense of their actives, tivw and dupo— 
eve? bray muveped 7 Supoueda, 
evx Oueba, 

especially when Suidas (s. v.) affirms that Cratinus used 
Badicov in the sense of Badicel. It is difficult to understand 
that Badigoua. should be distasteful to an Athenian ear 
when Bad.0dma. was not only not displeasing but even 
demanded. But it is also difficult to see why tpavrt(a, 
I lisp, should be active when wWeddAfCoua, J stammer, is 
middle. As a matter of fact, neither tpavAdGoua nor WeddrAlCo 
would have offended an Athenian of the best age, and 
that the middle of the one verb and the active of the 
other have the best authority is merely due to accident 2. 
But, notwithstanding, the future in each case was in Attic 
middle. Here the active WeAA6 and tpavAi6 would un- 
doubtedly never have been used by a writer of Attic, 
but wedAAvotyar and rpavAodwat were the only forms pos- 
sible. It is to elucidating this marvellous caprice of Attic 
Greek that the present inquiry is directed, and the critical 
remarks with which it was opened will be often referred 
to in restoring to Attic books the genuine future middle 
forms which copyists in their ignorance of so eccentric 
a rule have repeatedly marred. 

An interesting point of this inquiry is that a very large 
proportion of the verbs which by signification belong to 
this class, are deponents to begin with, and accordingly do 
not attract so much attention as their strikingly irregular 
fellows, which are deponents only in the future tense. 
These deponents, however, merit a place by the side of 

1 Babe’ kal Badifov ay7l Tod BadiCe. Kparivos. Other instances are éAadd- 
Couevn, Soph. Fr. 489 (ch.); yynpvopa, Aesch. P. V. 78, etc.; émwAodAvéaro, 
Aesch. Agam. 1236; KAaiopar, éxdAavodpny, freq.; diwxerar, Aesch. Cho. 289; 
Hom. 


* rpavaicw occurs Arist. Vesp. 44, Nub, 862, 1381; tpavAi¢opxa in Archippus 
ap. Plutarch, Alc. cap. 1; YeAAiCw, Aristotle, etc. ; peAAlCouar, Plat. Gorg. 485 C. 
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the others, if for no other reason than that the juxta- 
position may put some future inquirer on the track of the 
true elucidation of the marvellous phenomenon which is 
here to be established, not explained. 

All verbs, then, which refer primarily to a physical pro- 
cess, and do not merely state the fact that such and such 
an action is going on, are either deponent throughout or 
deponents in the future tense. In other words, if the 
primary reference of a verb is to any physical action, 
functional or organic, that verb has the inflexions of the 
middle voice, either in all its tenses or in one, the future. 

It will be advantageous to subdivide the great class of 
verbs to which this rule applies, and a large subordinate 
group at once suggests itself, composed of verbs which 
denote the exertion of the vocal organs in man or other 
animals. 

Poetical and un-Attic words are printed in spaced type. 





DEPONENTS. 
BAnxGpa,  bleat. optopat, howl. 
Bpvx@pat, roar. WearAlGCou.ar, stammer. 
yoopat, wail. puvtpopat, hum. 
KYUCOp.aL, whimper. KLVUpOMal, wail. 
PUKG.AL, bellow. podéyyouat, speak. 


DEPONENTS IN THE FUTURE TENSE. 


dow, sing, doopat. 

Bod, shout, Bojoopat. 
ynpvw, speak out, ynpvcopa.. 
KMKUW, wail, KWMKUOOPAL. 
AdoKo, scream, NakyHoopat 
KeAado, sound, KeAadnoopal. 
aharao, raise the war-cry, dAaddéopa. 
yptlo, grunt, ypvEopar. 


ola cw, groan, oluwoFouat. 
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ddAOAVLw, scream, OoAVEopat. 
OTOTU Ca, lament, orotvéopat. 
KekAayya, scream, kexAdy€opar. 
Kekpaya, cry out, kexpd€opar. 


That the tendency of language represented by these 
forms was active at a very early date is known to every 
reader of Homer, and is also proved by the existence of the 
deponents. Moreover, the fact that though yoé, and not 
yoopar, was the present form used by Homer, yet the future 
employed by him was yoyjcopua, shows how soon the future 
tense was especially associated with the middle inflexions. 
Still, in Ionic there are many indications of a laxity in usage 
with regard to the middle future. Accordingly, if the 
relationship between Tragedy and Ionic be remembered, 
it is not surprising that Aeschylus should use coxtoew even 
in senarii (Agam. 1313), but the testimony of Aristophanes 
distinctly proves that in this direction also there was a 
strong tendency towards uniformity at work in Attic. It 
is the law of parsimony under another aspect. 

OvK miTE; KoKvoecOe Tas Tplxas paKpd. 
Ar. Lys. 1222. 

If Athenaeus (8. 396 C) had not happened to preserve 

two lines from the ‘ Palaestra’ of Alcaeus— 

Oot yap avrés éotiw' et Te ypvEouar 

Ov co. h€yw TA€ov TL yarabnvod prds— 
the verb yp’~m would have been dependent upon the law of 
uniformity for the true form of its future, for in Arist. 
Eq. 294— 

dtapopyow ao et tu ypvéer— 
the manuscripts read ypv€ets. 

On the other hand, oiyééo.01 is more than usually secure, 
as it occurs in Aristophanes alone some ten times— 


G \ c ! és > eT. x 
MS DEPVOS O KATAPATOS’ OUK oipogéerar 5 
Ran, 178. 
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Ta beiv’ eack exeivos. B. ws oipo€erar. 
Ran. 279. 
GAN ovx oidv te. B. vip Al’ oipoEer apa. 
Nub. 217. 
So oipoeéer, Plut. 111, Av. 1207; olweéerar, Thesm. 248, Ran. 
706 ; oipeéecbe, Pax 466; olpwdopevos, Vesp. 1033, Pax 756. 
In Plut. 111 some manuscripts have oiyééers, but as in 
Av. 1207 the true form has been preserved probably by 
being mistaken for the third person. In Plutus 876— 
elmely & TeTavovpynkas. B. olyoédpa ot, 
the Ravenna has olive apa, but most other manuscripts 
oluwl apa. 

A fragment of Eupolis, quoted by Zonaras (Lex. p. 605), 
shows how apt copyists were to replace the middle by the 
active '— 

tis ov€eyelpas yp eotiv; olpofer paxpa 
otin po avlatno @pdvtvor. 
The true reading is of course dviorns. 

The verbs xpdGm and xAd@ have as futures kexpafopua 
and xexAdyéouar, as coming from kékpaya and kékAayya, 
which in Attic bear a present signification. Perhaps this 
fact has something to do with the old way of regarding 
such perfects as perfects middle. 

ovbémore’ KeKpagopar yap, 
Ran, 264. 
TpimAdowov Kexpagopuatl cov, 
Eq. 285. 
KaTakexpaéopat oe KpdCwr. 
Eq. 287. 
iva pa) KeKAdyyw 61a Kerns GAAws eyo" 
éav 6€ pH, TO AowTOV od KEAdyEopat. 
Arist. Vesp. 929-30. 
el pa) TETOPHTW TATA Kal AaKHoopaL’ 
® Tovnpol, pn owomar* el 6& pi, AaknoeraL. 
Pax 381, 384. 
' In Eur. Alc, 635, rév8’ drroipwée vexpdv, not a few codices read dmommgers 


vexpov. 
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Besides the verbs already mentioned there are many 
others, the futures of which do not happen to occur in 
those portions of the works of Attic writers which have 
been preserved. But the case is so strong in favour of a 
future middle in verbs of this class, that it may be con- 
fidently assigned them even in cases in which dialectic or 
late Greek supplies a future in the active. For by the 
side of the Attic futures deponent of B06, yeAd, dw, and 
the rest, Bojow, yekdow, dow, etc., are met with in late 
authors. The group of verbs denoting the exercise of the 
vocal organs will therefore be enlarged by the following— 


oupttTe, whisper, ovptéopar. 
olla, hiss, ot€opat. 
cadmilw, trumpet, cart lEopar. 
pivuplCw, whine, pveptEoua. 
TUnTLC@, cheep, munntEouat. 
KEKpLyG; squeak, Kekp(Eopar. 
TETpLyG, chirp, TeTplEopar. 
aidw, wail, aldfopau 
TUTT AC, cry bravo, TUTTAEOMAL. 
oTevace, groan, OTEVUEOPAL. 
Baia, yelp, Bavfoua. 
(ava)BopBopi(, grumble, (ava) BopBopvEou.ar. 
lio, yell, WwEoua. 
KOKKUC®, cry like a cuckoo, koxxt€opuat. 
hig, sob, hiccup, MbyEopar. 
pvt, moan, MOEOMAL. 
p0w, snarl, ptyfopuar. 
Tovbopt Cw, babble, rovOopvéopat. 
KAO, hoot, KA@EOPAL. 
Kpolw, croak, Kp@Eop.a. 
BopBa, hum, BopBHncopa. 
pola, hiss, poucnoopa. 
Kax a, laugh aloud, KaX dood. 
kpavyaa, screech, Kpavyacopat. 
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Kehapv Ca, babble, KeAaptcopan 
ToTTUCw, whistle, TOTTUTOLAL. 
KixXAlGo, giggle, — KUXALOdpat. 
TpavriGa, lisp, TpavALodpar. 
XpepeTiCo, neigh, XpEveTLodpar. 
WibupiGa, whisper, Widuprodpae. 


This rule has considerable critical interest, as in several 
cases various readings occur or emendations have been 
made which violate its precepts. Thus, in Aeschines go. 30 
(3. 260), the position of av before ofecGe, the usual one in 
Attic, has, as in many other cases, induced the scribes to 
alter an aorist infinitive into a future, and omit the particle. 
Oepioroxréa b€ Kai Tovs év MapadGvi TeAevTIiocavtas Kal Tovs 
év Ildataais kai adtovs tovs tdpovs To’s Tév Tpoydver ovK 
av oteobe orevdga ci 6 peta TOY BapBdpwy duoroyGy Tots “EX- 
Anow avrimpatrew orepavwOnoerar; The other reading, ov 
olec0e orevdéew, is certainly to be rejected. The only 
form possible to a writer of Attic was crevdfouar. But in 
Tragedy! the active inflexion would not have been impos- 
sible even in the Senarii, as éxk8d& occurs in Aesch. Agam. 
498— 

GAN 7) TO xalpew padrdrov exBaker A€ywr, 
and, accordingly, critics may please themselves in altering 
orevacere of the manuscripts in Eur. H. F. 243, and ala¢ere 
in line 1054 of the same play, to orerdéere and aidgere 
respectively. 

Accident has made ovpitrm an important word. Its 
future, though not occurring in Attic, is in Lucian ovpifouar. 
Now, though himself an Atticist, Lucian wrote at a time 
when most of the verbs of this class no longer followed the 
Attic usage. There is, therefore, no doubt that ovplfopac 


' Thus although Veitch is wrong in making the aorist subjunctive laynow a 
future in Eur. Phoen. 1295, 1523, and diow future in Ion 1446, yet laxfow is 
almost certainly future in Eur. Tro, 516 (ch.), and ém@avéw occurs in Eur. I, T, 
1127 (ch.), 


CC2 
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was the acknowledged Attic form. Similiar evidence is 
afforded by Hesychius in the gloss, keAaptoerar’ pera pwvijs 
nxnoet. It is the only occasion on which the future of keAaptGw 
is found, and the lexicographer had some passage in view 
when he explained the term. 

Care must be taken accurately to draw the line between 
this class of verbs and the other, which is represented by 
words like A€yw and Aad6, in which the physical act does 
not form the principal part of the signification. Otherwise 
there would be some danger of giving oAnvado, chatter, a 
future ¢Anvadynoopua., or watrayd, clash, a future tarayjoopat. 
This whole class, Anp6, pAvapG, b0AG, AGAG, cToupd a, KTvT, 
etc., have really no reference to any physical process, and 
accordingly follow the ordinary laws of inflexion. And, 
although 6dropvpopat, ddvpomat, oTwpt\Aowat may owe their 
deponent form to having originally had a_ physical 
reference, their meaning has been so much modified that 
they can no longer be classed with verbs like pux@pma and 
KLVUPOpLa. 

In ciw76 and otyé are encountered the negations of the 
whole class, and both verbs follow their more numerous 
opposites in employing middle inflexions to express future 


meaning— 
co) 
FLWTO TLOTN OT OjLAL 


oye oLynoopa. 
The next class is a much smaller one, as the modifica- 
cations possible in the action of the organs of sight are 
very few in number. 


DEPONENTS. 
> / 
S€pKOPal, look. 
Oedjsar, gaze at. 
TKETTOMAL, spy. 


avy aCopar, see distinctly. 
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DEPONENTS IN THE FUTURE TENSE. 


[6p], see, oWop.a. 
Br€éro, see, BA€Yropa. 


But if, they are few in number, verbs of this class are in 
more cases than the others peculiarly significant. How 
naturally the middle inflexions were applied to such verbs 
is demonstrated by the use in all poetry from Homer 
downwards of the middle épéyuar and «iddunv, while the 
survival of éyou.a, and its use as the future of 696, shows 
that this tendency was especially active in reference to 
future time. This latter fact is also signally manifested 
in the case of cxo76. Although oxomé has almost driven 
okenrowa. from the field in the present and imperfect 
tenses, yet not one instance of cxomjow could be discovered 
in good Greek, oxéyouar being invariably employed. 

Of other verbs!, Aevoow from its formation is denied a 
future tense, and, as a matter of fact, no part of the future 
of 40p6* has survived. If it had it would doubtless have 
been middle, as cxapdapittw, blink, which of the rest is 
the nearest approach to a negative which the language 
supplies, would have formed cxapdap0éopua. 

The third of the types of manuscript errors detailed in 
the beginning of this discussion is well exemplified in 
Demosth. 799. 17: “Ev & elzav ert ravcacbar BovrAouau’ eure 
aitixa 6) pddra éx Tod biKkacrnplov, Oewpyjcovor SF yas ot 
TepreatnKores Kal E€vou kal ToAdtrar Kal Kar dvdpa els €xaorov 
Tov Tapiovta BAépovta Kal Pvotoyvwpovnjoover Tovs amoWn- 
dioapévovs* ti ody épeire & Avdpes AOnvator ef mpo€uevor Tovs 
vopous e€ite ; Tolois mpoodrois 7) Tlow dp0adpots mpds exac- 
Tov tovTav ayTiBrdpecOe; Here Bekker and Dindorf 
actually shut their eyes and read dvtiBdéwere, although 


' énreva, dmimredw, nantaivw, cxomatw, hardly merit attention. The future 


of none of them occurs in Greek except diomrevowr, in Il. 10. 451. 
2 d0pnow, in Nub, 731, is aorist subjunctive. 


390 THE NEW PHRYNICHAUS., 


BA€povra precedes, and there is absolutely no possibility of 
the preposition dv7i- regulating the voice of the verb. The 
middle has as good manuscript authority as the active, and 
the scribe would have altered BAéWovra: also if the change 
could have been as easily made. The passage also affords, 
in Oewpyoovo1, an example of a verb of sight, which, like 
Aéyw and Aad, had no special reference to the physical 
fact. It is a derived verb, and originally meant ¢o act as 
a spectator (Oewpds). 

Verbs of hearing, like verbs of seeing, are few in number, 
and for the same reason, namely, the want of capacity for 
modification in the organ the exertion of which they ex- 
press. In fact there are only two verbs which affect the 
enquiry, dkpo@ya: and dxovo, for mvvOdvoy.ai does not strictly 
belong to this class, and xAvw and atw form no future while 
wTakovoT@ is, like Oewpd, a derived verb, formed from ora- 
Kovotns, @ listener. 

In Hyperides, Fun. Orat. col. 13. 3, the active axov- 
covtwv is unquestionably an error for dxovdvray: «i 0 
operelas evexev 1) Tova’Tyn jreAeTN ylyverat, Tis Gv Adyos wpeEdn- 
TELE “AAXNOY Tas TOV AKoVvTOVTMY  WoYXds TOD THY ApeTHY eyKaptd- 
Covros. The innumerable well-authenticated instances of 
the future middle, to say nothing of the cogent rule under 
discussion, give authority sufficient to alter this one pas- 
sage even without the sensible though metaphysical remark 
of Cobet: ‘Nulla unquam fuit oratio neque erit, quae pro- 
desse possit animis eorum qui eam szzt audituri, id est 
quae prosit etiam przusquam audita sit,’ 

The verbs denoting the action of the senses of smell and 
touch will not occupy the attention long. Of the former 
there are only two, and both deponents— 


> / > / 
oodpaivopyat oodpnoomat 
OTMOpat OoPNTOMAL, 


as the general verb aia@dvoua, which can replace most verbs 
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of this great class, is itself deponent. The verbs of touch pre- 
sent a singular difficulty. The place of aaroyua is assured. 
It is the word, which in obedience to the law of parsimony 
in the development of the Attic dialect, was selected to 
express the process which had been before expressed by 
the three verbs, dzropat, Oryydvw}, and wWatw*. Accord- 
ingly, there are no Attic instances of the future of either 
watvw or Ovyydve, and in Tragedy either form might prob- 
ably have been used. The middle @/fouat occurs in Eur. 
Hipp. 1086— 


/ Sees @ 3 3 a / 
kAalwv tis a’tav ap euod ye Oikerat, 


and doubtless Elmsley was right in substituting mpoodife. 
for mpooOigéers in Eur. Heracl. 647— 


el 6€ TOVdE TpoTOiEEL xXeEpl 


dvoly yepovTow ov Kars aywveei, 


but little more reliance can be placed upon the usage of 
Tragedians than upon the readings of manuscripts. Cer- 
tainly, there is one undoubted ? instance of the active future 
of wato— 

xdper tis tpOv aera; KAaiwv dpa 


, = A x oo se na > » 
Watoe Oeav yap ovvex immKod 7 dyAov kTeE. 
Eur. Andr. 759. 


1 Hippocrates, 5.184; 6.90, 300; 8. 88, 350, etc.; Aesch. Sept. 44, 258, 
Agam. 663 ; Soph. O. C. 329, Phil. 761, 1398, etc.; Eur. Bacch. 1317, Hec. 605, 
etc. In Antiphanes, Athen.15. 667 A, @iyn is a useless conjecture for T¥y7, and 
in Pherecrates, Athen. 6. 263 B, @yyavovc@yv tds pdas, evidently in a domestic 
phrase which has preserved the word. (Xen. Cyr. I. 3. 5; 5. 1. 16, see p. 169). 

4 Hidt; 2. 90, 93; 3. 30; Hippocr..2. 411; 6: 640; 7. 556; 8. 356, etc.; 
Aesch. Pers, 202, Cho. 182, Supp. 925; Soph. O. R. 1467, O. C. 1639, Trach. 
565, etc., Eur. very frequently. Antiphon, in 123. 2, and Xenophon, in Mem. 1. 
4, 12, are co-partners in sinning against Attic usage. 

* Dictionaries occasionally quote as futures what are really aorists subjunc- 
tive Soph, O. C. 1131, like Eur, Phoen. 1693— 

mpocdyayé viv pe pnrpds ws Wavow aéber. 
In Soph. O, C. 863— 

@ pbeyp’ avabés, } ob yap Waves épod, 
the Laurentian has the present, others the future. So in Aesch. Cho, 181, 
aver might well be read for Wavoe, and in Eur. Med, 1320 Yavous changed 
to Yavce:, but either form may be read in Tragedy. 
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But the whole verb is really as un-Attic as the Ionic and 
Tragic éapé', which, like Wavw itself and Oryydvw, gave 
place to dmroywa, the only word which concerns the pre- 
sent inquiry. 

The next group, consisting of verbs which express the 
action of the throat, mouth, or lips, is a significantly large 
one— 


DEPONENTS. 
ALXPOpal, lick. 
pacoua, chew. 
TKOPOLVOLAL, yawn. 
XATHOpual, yawn. 
Aapvrropat, gorge. 
XPELTTOMAL, clear the throat. 
€peTTOpal, feed upon (Epic). 
TATEOMAL, eat (Epic). 


It is worth remarking that, as in the first group, a very 
large proportion of these deponents are verbs contracted 
from ao. 


DEPONENTS IN THE FUTURE TENSE. 


ddKkvo, bite, 6n€opar. 
Tivo, drink, moat. 
AdTTw, lap with the tongue, AdwWoua. 
pope, gulp down, popynoopar. 
Tpoyw, enaw, TpoeFopuat. 
XaoKo, yawn, Xavovpal. 
€6@, €oblw, eat, EOopal. 


It is true that in Arist. Ach. 278— 


Ewbev eipyvns podyoer tpvBXAt0v, 


* Plato, Crat. 404 D, uses the word for a philological purpose. Hippocr. 
621. 25, has the middle aorist érapnoy, and Hesychius quotes both active and 
middle. Aesch. P. V. 849 has the active, which shows the irregularity of 
Greek till a strong formative and regulative force arose, like that which made 
the Attic dialect. 
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and in Eq. 360— 
TOV TpayLaTw@y TiN povos TOY Cwpov expodycer 


the manuscripts read popjoes and éxpodyjces, but in Vesp. 
814— 

airod pévev yap THy pakiv podjcopat 
the true form has been perforce preserved, and the middle 
must be restored, not only in Ach. 278 and Eq. 360, but 
also in Pax 716— 


bcov popyce: Cwpov pepGv TpLar, 
where the same blunder has been made}. 
The middle future of Admrw is put beyond doubt by a 
line of Aristophanes— 


\ X DLs \ 3 / 
Tov Capov avTis TpooTecwv €exAaeTat, 
Pax 885. 


’ but in Nub. 811, there occurs adzoAdwes before a vowel— 


4 


av 6 avidpos exmeTAnypevov Kal havepGs emnpyevov 
pos exmemAnyy. pas emnpys 


yvovs amoAaweis 6 Te TAEtoTOY SivacaL. 


The chorus are congratulating Socrates on the conquest 
he has made of Strepsiades. ‘But you, while the man is 
overwhelmed and elated beyond question, knowing your 
time, will... him as much as youcan.’ The meaning re- 
quired is, ‘will make as much out of him as you can;’ 
and that is easily obtained by reading awodéweus, ‘ you will - 
skin, a reading found in the Scholiast*, and in all early 
editions, and approved by Bentley. Bentley himself pro- 
posed dzoAdwers, ‘quod ipsum est quod Schol. hic suggerit 
amokentoes, aut melius dmotiAels evelles. “OdomTew enim 


1, In addition to the instances already given on p. 379, may be added the 
following. In Nub. 824 a good MS. has actually d:5d¢n (i.e. -er) for did5ages. 
In id. 1035, Tov dvip’ brepBare Kai dpAnces, some MSS. have trepBareis. 

* The words of the Scholiast are, dtoAéews’ dmoAdeTices. édv 5é, ws Tois 

a 


moAAots, dmoddipers, ExT’. and TOV Kuvav % perapopda t baa AaMTOVTA TIVE, 
Karact pepe: be els TO droKxepbavels 7 apaprdaceas, drooraces. 
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est tiddew, vellere. Hesych. ’Oddnrew dente, riddrev, 
KOAGTITEL. 

These suggestions were made without any reference to 
the form of azoAdWes. It was its meaning only that made 
the word difficult. If that difficulty is surmounted—the 
difficulty of making ‘ you will lap up’ mean ‘ you will fleece’ 
—and if awoAdwes is retained, it does not follow that the 
active future was Attic, as it is put in the mouth of the 
chorus. 

To these verbs must be added many more of which no 
future has survived in Attic books. 


Bptko, grind the teeth, pvEouar. 
KUVO, kiss, KUL TOLAL. 
Aeixo, lick, Net Eopar. 
Brnoow, cough, An opat. 
TTUM, spit, TTVTOPAL. 
KaTTO, gulp down, Kayvop.an, 
kara |Bpox bic, culp down, xara. |Bpox Oodpar. 
xvato, nibble, Xvavoopat. 
voyarivw, munch, vayad.todpar. 
epuyyavo, disgorge, epevEouar. 
TTApVUpEAL, sneeze, TTApPOOPAL. 
TuTifo, spit violently, muTvodpan 


The only instance of a future to kvvéw is in Eur. Cycl. 172— 
cir eyo ov Kuvnoomat 
TOLOVOE TOLLA, 
and there most editors prefer the variant avicowar. Tpoo- 
Kuyjow occurs, it is true, but the preposition has so altered 
the meaning that a future middle is not only not demanded 
but would have been plainly out of place. The Ionic of 
Hippocrates supplies both arv¥copa and dmoBjéoua, and if 
the middle inflexions occur in a writer who in such cases 
often preferred the active, they were certainly the only 
ones recognized in Attic Greek. As a matter of fact, 


THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 395 


epevEopu.at is really the future of épevyouar and wrapodya pre- 
supposes a present araipw; but épevyowar is Ionic and 
poetical, and zraipw does not occur till late, mraprvypar being 
used even in Hippocrates, who employs zrapé for future. 
For épevyoua: Attic writers used épvyyavw', but the future 
was beyond question still derived from the rejected present, 
a fact curiously confirmed by the following series— 


épaptave dpapTncopat NpapTov 
epuyyavea epevEopar npvyov 
Oiyyava Oi€opat €Ouyov 
KLYX avo KIX OOMAL EKLX OV 
Aayx ava An €opar €XaXov 
Aap Baron Anvrop.at éA\aBov 
pavbaven pabycopat €.a0or 
TVYX AV’) TEvEoLAL ETUX OV 
pbdrva ponoopa. epOnv. 


In fact all verbs which form their present by inserting the 
syllable av before the person-endings, employ middle in- 
flexions to express future meaning, except atEdve, avOdva, 
and édAtoxdvo, of which all three are separated by meaning 
and one by formation from the rest of the group. A future 
middle would have been quite incongruous with the signifi- 
cation of avédvw and AavOdvw, while 6dpAt-cx-dv-w has an 
additional element of formation in its present. Accordingly, 
there is good reason for supplying a future middle to BAavc- 
tdvw and ddrcbdvw, though in these verbs that tense has 
accidentally not survived. 


Braordve BraorHoopa €BXacTov 


dAtcOdve dALcOncopar oALoOov. 
Compare the deponents— 


ala Odvoyat ala Onoopa noOopnvy. 


f / , / 
TuvOdavopat TEV OPAL eTvOopnv 


' See p. 138. 
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Moreover to assign due weight to the series it should be 
remembered that a strong aorist active is an extraordinarily 
rare tense in the Greek language, although from the fre- 
quency with which any of the verbs possessing it occur, 
it is comparatively familiar to every student. 

The English word gargle has two equivalents in Greek. 
Plato uses the term dvaxoyyvAud, and Hippocrates dva- 
yapyapt(m. The latter word is onomatopoetic, and occurs 
also in the middle, so that if recognized in Attic its future 
would certainly have the inflexions of the middle. The 
other word comes from koyyvaAtor, ‘a little seal,’ and primarily 
means ‘to open a ‘seal, as in Arist. Wespasgogs selcmis, 
therefore strongly metaphorical in its secondary sense, and 
being a derived word probably retained the active forms 
throughout. 

To this group may conveniently be added the deponent 
Bpipepat, snort with passion. Its synonym poyxOiG@ occurs 
twice in Aeschylus, the active in a fragment (D. 337), and 
the middle compounded with dva in P. V. 743, so that the 
future pvx@odua. can in no case be wrong. With these 
may also be classed péyxa, svore. 


peyko pey€opa. 

Another very large group is composed of verbs which 
denote bodily activity generally, the action of the muscles, 
whether voluntary or involuntary. To take those which 
express voluntary activity first, there are the following :— 


DEPONENTS. 
aA Gpat, wander. dAXopat, leap. 
avapptx@pat, scramble. iAvoT@pat, wriggle. 
opxXodpan, dance. OLX oma, am gone. 
BpevOvopa, swagger. EPX OPAL, go. 


OpiyvGpat, strain. bpeyopuat, stretch. 
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DEPONENTS IN THE FUTURE TENSE. 


Badice, walk, Bad.otpat. 
Xops, proceed, Xopyropar, 
-Baiva, go, -Bnocopar. 
BrSoKao, come, pordovpat. 
anravTo, meet, aravTncopae. 
déw, run, dedoopuat. 
(tTpéx), run, dpapovpar. 
petyw, flee, pevéoua. 
amob.opacka, run away, amrodpacopa. 
oTovoace, make haste, oTovddcouar. 
b1OKw, pursue, d1@£0pau. 
7700, leap, TNOnTOPMAL. 
OpecKe, leap, Oopodtpat. 
vew, swim, vevoopal. 
VX, swim, pneouar. 
KUTTO, stoop, KUWop.dae. 
KoOpac@ go revelling,  Kkwpdoopa. 
Tall, play, Tatcopat. 
podve, get before, pOjncopa. 
And the negations of these— 
TinTo, falls TETOUMAL. 
KapVo, am weary, KOLOvU.aL. 


The future of ywp6 was occasionally active, although chiefly 
in early writers and in the compound éyxwpé, which by 
composition had acquired a sense far removed from the 
simple. In fact there is only one instance (Thuc. 1. 92) of 
the future active in the simple verb. It is impossible to de- 
cide with confidence as to the future of zar6, for although azo- 
ratnoopevor is certainly found in Aristophanes (Plut. 1184)— 


» > / / tal bal / 
TANY aTOoTAaTHTOEVvOL ye TAELY 7) UPLOL, 


the peculiar meaning of that compound has to be taken 


into account. Xenophon is never of any authority in 
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settling points of Attic usage, and consequently zepurari}- 
coves in Conv. 9. 7 must be disregarded, and the testimony 
of Comedy is vitiated by the circumstance that only the 
second person singular is encountered in its verse— 


Bovdrv Tarjces kal otpatnyovs kAaoTtdcers, 
Ar. Eq. 166. 
Antiphanes, in Athen. 9. 409 D-— 


Kal TOTE TepiTaTyoes KaTOvier KaTa TpdToD. 


In Fr. Com. 2. 868, évamomarijoes is a reckless conjecture, 
though soberly quoted by Veitch, and CULTEPLTATHOELS 
quoted from Menander by Diogenes Laert. 6. 93— 


, \ / a} oct 3) a9 \ 
OULTEpLTAaTH TELS yap TpliBwv Exovoe eyot 


a r / na eo a > € / 
womep Kparnte to Kuvix@ rol? 4 yuvn, 


is not only subject to the same objection as the others but 
has no authority in a writer so late as Menander. Doubt- 
less anoratrjnocoua was invariably used, and though sarjow, 
mepimatyaw were, like ywpiyjow, recognized forms, yet mari- 
coma and repimaryoowar Were most commonly used. 

The future of kiztw does not occur except in late Greek, 
but compounded with avd is met with in Aristophanes,— 

Muiv ye mapa Oddatrav iv davaxtwera, 
Ay. 146. 

and in Plato (Euthyd. 302 A), where Bekker and Stallbaum 
read dvaxtyou there is a variant, dvaxto.ro, which must be 
preferred. *Ap’ dy Hyoto rabra od eivar & oor e€etn Kal ato- 
ddc0at Kal dotvar kal Odo btw Bovdovo Oedv; & 8 adv py 
ovTws €xn ov od; Kaya, iin yap Ore @& abrév Kaddv Tt dva- 
KUWolTo TO Tév épwrnudtov Kal dua Bovdsuevos Oru TaXLoT 
dkodoa. avi pév ody, env, otros eye. The late form 
kvyw would suggest to copyists an alteration which the rd 
following made only too easy. 

An active future of @@dvw is found in Ionic and read in 
two places of Xenophon. The position of O/coua in 
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Attic Greek is too well assured to be shaken by a writer 
so capriciously irregular, but even in those two cases the 
active ¢@dom is not beyond question. In Cyr. 7. 1. 19, 
vov yap el pOdcowev Tos ToAEulovs KaTaKavdvTes oddEls 7uUOvV 
amo0aveira, a manuscript D, which has many good qualities, 
reads jv POdcwper, and in the other instance (Cyr. 5. 4. 
38) it would not be reckless to alter ¢0dceis to POjoe: 
BovrAopat yap Tot, py, kal tiv pyntépa ayew per euavrod. 
Nal pa At’, pn, POacers péevtot. There is, however, little 
room for doubt that the active form should be retained, as 
one of the Ionicisms or un-Attic words which are to be found 
in every page, almost in every line of that prolific writer. 

It is worthy of remark, that mr7jooua is not actually the 
future of the deponent wérowat, but itself a deponent tense 
of an active verb not in use. Its legitimate present is 
intns, as is shown by the series— 


/ 
tarp TTHOOMAL. 

/ 
torn OTT OPAL oTHTw 
ines Hoopar 00. 


The limits of this group include the two verbs péw and 
mdéw, which strictly hardly belong to it; and with these 
may be classified the poetical deponent vavriAdopau. 


TAEW, sail, TACUTOMAL. 

c/s « / 

pew, flow, pevoopat. 
They belong to the same well-marked series as véw, szwzm, 
and 0éw, ruz, and are all derived from digammated stems— 


béu, run, devoopnat, OeF. 
véw, swim, vevoouat, veF. 
THEW, sail, TEvT OAL, wreF, 
TVEW, blow, TVEVTOUAL, aveF, 
cv 4 / c 
pew, flow, pevoropat, peF. 
X Ew, pour, xeF. 


Probably zvéw should be classed with 0éw, véw, mAéw, and 
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pew, and not with words like rikrw, as it primarily refers to 
the motion of a natural force—the wind, as péw of water, 
and not to the breathing of man. It is a curious fact that 
xé@, the only member of this group which is transitive and 
does not involve motion in its subject, employs its present, 
x€w, both in a present and a future sense, and that even in 
the middle voice yeVoopat is not used, but xéopuar. 

There are several other verbs which properly. belong to 
this class, but the future of which has not been preserved. 
In Attic Greek they were unquestionably deponents in the 
future tense— 


KoAvp Bo, dine, KOUPBHTOMAL. 
KuBLoT@, tumble, KUBLOTHO OPAL. 
AaktiCa, kick, AakTLovpat. 
VEVW, nod, VEvVoOPAL. 
bKAdag, crouch, dxAdoopat. 
TTHOoM, cower, TTHEOMAL. 
OKLPTO, bound, OKIPTHTOMAL. 
powrd, go to and fro, poirnoopat. 


It is true that goirdow occurs in Sappho and Callimachus, 
and goirjow in late Greek, but the authority of Thomas 
Magister, combined with the incontestible law of Attic 
which has now been distinctly established, puts dourjoopar 
beyond dispute. The words of Thomas Magister (p. 106), 
aropoirjcopat KadALoy 7) aropoTiow, are, like the testimony 
of Hesychius as to the future of kxeAaptGm, a valuable 
confirmation of the legitimacy of the present method of 
reconstructing verbs accidentally incomplete by a judicious 
use of the principle of seriation. 

Xreiyw is one of those words which were in use in Attica 
at a time when the language still retained in a great degree 
the features of Ionic Greek, and consequently is found in 
Tragedy as in Ionic, but by the law of parsimony it was 
rejected in mature Attic. Even its future does not happen 
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to occur, and may be disregarded. The same is true of 
épmw (see p. 50), and accordingly the active ending of 
épépyw in a chorus of Aeschylus (Eum. 500) is of no 
moment in regard to the question of Attic usage. 

Less definite in signification, but still belonging to the 
same natural class, are those verbs which it was decided 
to treat separately, namely those expressing involuntary 
action of the muscles or functional movement. 


DEPONENTS. 
KVLiOKOpPAL, conceive. 
yAtxopat, yearn. 
AimTopat, yearn. 


DEPONENTS IN THE FUTURE TENSE. 


eV, vomit, ELODMAL. 
ovpo, make water, ouUpnoopat. 
/ / 
TIkTO, bear, TéEouar. 
xéCo, ease oneself, XETOvpal. 
Aatkao, relieve oneself, Natkdoopat. 
Onrdlw, suckle, Ondacopa.. 
TVEO, breathe, TVEVTOPAL. 


As mentioned above it is questionable whether zvéw 
properly belongs to this class. However, the middle endings 
of its future are undisputed, and the only exception is one 
which proves the rule. Demosthenes is credited with ovp- 
nvevodvtwv in 284. 17, Tv EAdrevay KatéAaBev @s ovd? dv ef 
ri yévouro &r1 ovprvevodrvtmr dy hpav Kai Tov OnBator, but the 
future participle with dy is as absurd in Attic syntax as 
would be the future indicative, infinitive, or optative with av, 
and the aorist cvpmvevodvtwv must be restored as satisfying 
the demands both of syntax and accidence. 

Another syntactical rule constantly violated by tran- 
scribers is exemplified in the case of OnAd¢w. Attic usage 
does not allow the subjunctive mood to be used after é7ws 

Dd 
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or é7ws py in object clauses, but it repeatedly happens that 
the future indicative, which in these cases is the normal 
sequel to dzws, is altered into the aorist subjunctive even 
when the aorist is not from the same voice as the future. 
A singularly apt example occurs in Lucian, Cron. 11 (394), 
mapackevacopevor OTs OUcwor kal evwxnowvta. Now verbs 
like e’wyodyar are invariably passive, with the so-called 
future middle— 


na / / 
EOTLOAL EOTLATOM.AL eloTiaOnv 
na / te 
bowGpar Jownoopar edowvnOnv 
a / id 
EVHX ODM.AL EVMX NT OMAL evox nOnu, 


and etwx7oovra: and @vcovor' should be restored as Cobet 
insists on grounds both of syntax and accidence. 

Similarly in Plato (Rep. 460 D), atrév rotrwy émipedn- 
covTat bTws peTpLov xpdvov OnAdoorra, the reading OnAdowvrat 
must be rejected, and the deponent future @nAdcopa assured 
to the active present 07Ad¢m. No attention is to be paid 
to the active évefeué, quoted by Veitch from Fr. Com. 2. 
868, a passage it has already been necessary to characterise 
as desperately corrupt and plainly mangled by Providence 
to give critics the opportunity of working their wicked will 
on what was left. 

A Fragment of Cephisodorus preserved by Athenaeus 
(15. 689 F)— 

® Aakkémpwxte, Baxxapiy Tots cols Toolv 

€y® mplouar; Aatkdoow’ apa’ Bdakxapw ; 
establishes the future of Aaukdgw, and at the same time 
affords to the moralist a saddening proof of the use to 
which it was put. In Arist. Eq. 167— 


/ / 3 / / 
Onoels, pudd€ers, ev TpuTavel@ AalkaceEt 


' In a similar construction the same verb has been equally unfortunate in 
Arist. Nub. 258— 
GwoTep pe TOV Abdpav® Grws pH OvceETE, 
where every manuscript, the Ray. and Ven. among the rest, reads 6vonre, in 
open violation of the metre, 
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the Ven. manuscript has not seized the opportunity of 
reading Aaukdoess, and in Stratto (Athen. 9. 383 A)— 


‘ x ! 5) \ BN t . 
TNyos TapeoTt; TMHyOs; oOvxXl Aatkacet ; 


the true form was safely concealed in Aexas «i till Coray 
made sense by restoring Aatkaoet. 

In regard to rixtw, critics have been too bold in sub- 
stituting réfoua: for ré£w in every passage of Aristophanes 
in which the active forms are found. In the Tragic dialect 
both are legitimate, ré£m occurring by the side of réfouar, 
in much the same way as ote(xw, and Baivw survived in 
Tragedy when épyowar or eis had usurped their place 
in Prose. Consequently Aristophanes employs réf in a 
passage (Thesm. 466 ff.) which he distinctly intended to 
suggest reminiscences of Tragedy, as in the form mepujpxero 
for mepinew, the metaphor éxv¢eiy rv xodnv (see p. 17), and 
the parody— 

kat Evpitidn Ovpovpcba 


ovdev rabotca peiCov 7 dedpdxaper, 


which is only slightly altered from the Telephus of Euri- 
pides— 


eita 61) Ovpotvpeba 


maddvres ovdev pGhAov 7) Oedpakdres. 


Cobet has a humorously serious defence of Hirschig’s con- 
jecture, rixrew', but in this case, as in that of wepujpxero 
(1. 504), he has been reduced to conjecture, because his 
point of view was misplaced (see p. 108 supra). 

In Lys. 744, however, when réfoua is demanded ré- 
fopnar is found, 


rn cal / 
A. rl radra Anpeis; B. adrixa pada réEopuas, 


1 Sibylla ita loquebatur in oraculis et Dii immortales et heroes ; mulierculae 
Atticae réfopa: solebant dicere. Rectissime igitur Hirschigius rinrew emenda- 
vit, quod et Graecum est et rei, quae agitur, unice convenit. Non parituram 
sese sed parere clamat, ut virum sine mora extrudat foras.’ Cobet. 


Dd2 


404 LHE NEW POHRVNICHGS. 


whereas in a pseudo-oracle in Eq. 1037, the active is again 
intentionally used, 


éoT. yurn, Teer 5€ A€ovl tepais ev "AOjvats. 


The middle xAavcoua is the only form of the future of kAalw 
found in Attic Comedy and Tragedy, with the exception 
of kAavooipar (see p. 91 extr.) in Aristophanic hexameters 
_(Pax 1081). Demosthenes uses kdAaujow or kAajow, an 
instance of that tendency towards bringing all verbs to 
uniformity which doxjom in Aristophanes proves to have 
begun at an early date, and which, in some cases like 
Keképonka and oeAynya, was calculated to enrich the 
language. But there is no doubt that xAatcoua ought to 
be considered the better Attic. 

The middle daxpvouat occurs in Aesch. Sept. 814— 


a ‘ / 
Tovatta xaipew Kat daxptecOar Tdpa, 


where the present is certainly demanded, though there is 
a variant daxpioecOa. In either case it makes sufficient 
evidence for a deponent future. But in Eur. El. 658— 


, \ , EZ Cyetcy. a , 
vat’ Kal daxptvoe y aéiow euav ToKwv 


the active is equally well supported, and neither Comedy 
nor Prose supplies examples to settle the difficulty. Either 
form may be safely employed, but in Attic of the best age 
daxpvcouat was probably preferred. The same result is 
obtained with regard to 70#6. There is no authority 
better than Xenophon’s for the active 7oOjo0, but roPecopat 
occurs in authors of irreproachable purity. It must be 
placed as a future deponent by the side of the entire de- 
ponent yAfyopat. 

Neither xv6 nor odivw (with its tenses formed from oé.vé) 
have a future extant in Attic, but in Hippocrates both 
Kujow and kvyoowar occur. The Attics no doubt used xvuj- 
govar and @bivycopat, but as the futures of derived verbs, 


/ ) / 
évoTokynow and eviToKyow. 
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A form of no ordinary import has been preserved by 
Hesychius in Spvacoya. It affords the necessary authority 
to supply deponent futures to a group of verbs which be- 
long to the series under discussion, but of which by a 
singular fatality no future form has been preserved. The 
verb Spud signifies Zo teem, and is a good representative 
of its class, Kit7G, oplyG, dpyo, opvdG, oPiCw, tdpa, acdb- 
palvw, aonatpw, od6, omdexO. As having primarily no 
physical reference, é7.@vu6 on the contrary has its future 
active, émiuujoo. 

All verbs connected with drinking, and answering to our 
words soak, etc., are passive, like Bpéxouar and eLowotpuar, 
except peO’cxowar, which is deponent, and a member of 
this series. 

The verb dpBricxw, as the negative of tix7w, must go 
with these, and have confidently restored to it the deponent 
future which it undoubtedly possessed in Attic Greek. 


DEPONENT. 


peOvoKopat, am drunk. 


DEPONENTS IN THE FUTURE TENSE. 


KAdw, weep, khavoopat. 
dakpvo, weep, daxpvocopat. 
Kuo, conceive, KU TOMAL. 
odio, travail, OdIWhoTopat. 
7006, yearn, TOV roar. 
Bpvaca, teem, Bpvdcopa. 
KUTTO, yearn, KUTT OPAL. 
oppiy, am lusty, oppiynvopa. 


opvoo, 


am lusty, 


opvijnoopat. 


épyo, am rampant,  dpyjoopat. 
0100, swell, oldnoopat. 

> , > nA 

ATT Alp, pant, aoTAapovpat. 
ac0patvo, pant, acOpavovpat. 
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apico, throb, opvEopat. 
oTAEKO, coeo, oTAEKOoOMAL. 
topo, sweat, LOpaoopat, 
apBricKo, miscarry, Gp. BrASoopar. 


Of far more general signification than any of the groups. 
already classified is the last in. the large series which. in. 
the preceding pages has been subjected to analysis. The 
verbs. now to be enumerated express. some one or other 
of the more general facts relating to the physical side of. 
the human organism. 


eiui, am, Evop.at. 
(Bua); live, Bidcopat. 
ynpacke, become old, ynpacopat. 
-OviTK, die, -Javodua. 
poive, waste away, poicopa.. 
TATXO, suffer, Teloouat. 
TAG, endure, TANOOMaL. 


The future of ynpdoxw has in good Attic active inflex- 
ions as well as middle, and it is likely that by the side of 
nByoo we should also place 7PByjcoua. Moreover, it is 
natural to connect ynpacowar and 7ABjcowa with the older 
formations, 78dacxm and ynpdoxw, while 78yc@ and ynpdow 
are considered the futures of the modern 786 and ynpé. 


ynpo ynpaow 
7186 Bnew 
ynpacke yepadoopat 
nBdoKe nBioopat. 


To these must be added PaAacrdve, already referred to as 
one of the series which in the present tense extend their 
stem with the syllable av. Its future does not exist even 
in Ionic, for in. Herodotus (3. 62) dvaBAdorn is now read 
in place of dvaBAaorjoe. Of course its fellow, adéjoouar, 
is really passive. 

It is probably from a community of meaning with Aap- 
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Bava, ayxdvea, Kiyxave, Tvyxave, verbs of the same series, that 
apraC@, kAémTw, and mAeovextS use either active or middle 
person-endings to express future meaning. The middle 
predominates in the case of dpma¢w, the active in that of 
kAémtw. In fact the evidence for the Atticicity of dpmacw 
is by no means convincing. It is found in Euripides and 
Xenophon, both poor authorities ; the former from writing 
in what was really an artificial dialect, the latter from the 
general character of his style. 
ov TOV aTékvav O7T dvapTdacets Sopovs ; 
Eur. Ion 1303. 
ovvapTacover Kal KaTaoKaWovo. ynv. 
ASS 5 
Xen. Hipp. 4. 17, dpwacovras. In the first of these three 
places dvapzdceis is practically of no more authority than 
avapraoe, and Xenophon has dpracduevor in another passage 
(Cyr. 7.2.9). The verdict of Aristophanes is very decided, 
for although in Nub. 4g0— 


aye vuv 6Tws Grav TL TPOBdAAW cor codov 


\ nm / > / ¢ / 
Tepl TOV pETE@pwv EvOEwWS VpapTaceL, 


even the Ravenna reads tdaprdces, other lines plainly 
prove that the middle must be substituted. 
efaptdcouat cov Tois ovvét TuvTepa. 
Eq. 708. 
GAN aprdcopa. opov aitda’ Keirar 8 ev péow. 
Pax 1118. 


apTacdpevos TA Xpnyar avrod. 
Av. 1460. 
édercas ovTos; ov ~vvaprdcet peony ; 
Lys. 437. 
Tov eodepovTwy aprdcopar Ta owrla. 
Eccl. 866, 
aviaral’ ws apracopevos Tov loxdbwvr. 
Plut, 8or. 
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It is true that in Arist. Eccl. 667 xAéwer is only a cor- 
rection of Brunck for kkéyar— 


A. ovd ad kdéentns ovdels EoTat; 
B. 7Os yap KdéWeu petov atro ; 

but xAéwar is so intolerable, both as regards form and con- 
struction, that the correction is certainly necessary. IIAco- 
vext® must be added with confidence to this class. It 
certainly is active in Plato, Rep. 349 C, wAcovextyjoer: Thuc. 
4. 62, mAeovextyoew: but in Plato, Lach. 192 E, ofov et tis 
Kaptepet avadioxwy apyvpiov dpovipws «ld@s Ott dvadéoas 
TA€oV ExTHOETAL, TOUTOV avdpetoyv KaAoins Gv; the future exact 
is quite out of place, and wAcovextijoera: must be preferred. 
It is also very doubtful if Plato refined so much as to use 
KEKTNMAL, KeKTHoOaL ONly after vowels, éxrnwar and éxtHocopar 
always after consonants. 

It is natural to consider xav’oowar as springing from the 
same feeling of language as apmdcopma, krAéyoua, and tAeov- 
extnoowa. Really, all four futures have much of a true 
middle force, and in Aristophanes (Plut. 1053)— 


€ay yap avtyy eis pdvos omwOip an 


a BS > VA / 
WOTEP TANALAY ElpETLOVHY KAVOETAL 


the force of the middle voice may well be transferred to 
English. Wakefield denied the possibility of kavcoua: here 
(Silv. Crit. 3. p. 74), and found fault with AdBy as ‘nec 
(1. neque) elegans nec (1. neque) usitatum,’ but his method 
of emending the lines is weak in the extreme— 


€av yap abtiy els pdvos omwOip Bary 
Honep Tara y elpecrdvyn Kavoerar. 
The Greeks did not use ye merely to avoid the loss of a 
final vowel by elision, and xavooma, like XaBy, is not only 
defensible but elegant. 
A few more Greek verbs have the peculiarity of employ- 
ing the inflexions of the middle voice in their future tense, 
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but to bind them together there is no general principle 
like that which runs through the preceding series. 

T'vyvécxm may be placed by the side of the early for- 
mations, auapravw and pavdayw — 


Gpaptavea GLapTnoopae 
pavbava pabnocopwar 
ylyvooKw yreoopat, 


and qdpovtiodyar may, on the analogy of these, be readily 
left unaltered in Euripides (I. T. 343)— 


Ta 8 evOdd jpets ofa Ppovtiovpcba. 


It may be that in the three verbs, de/dw (?), Oavuacw, and 
azoAavw, as certainly was the case in rAd, the physical side 
of the state expressed by them was primarily uppermost, 
but, however that may be, defcopar, Oavpavoua, and dmo- 
Aa’oouar have no active rivals in Attic Greek. In late 
writers defow, Oavpdow, and adzoAavow took their place, and 
have accordingly repeatedly crept into the texts of the 
Classical age. Thus in Plato, Charmides 172 B, one manu- 
script (Par. E.) reads drodavcopev for dvoAavoopeba, the 
reading supported by all the others, and in our only manu- 
script of Hyperides droAavoouev is read (Orat. Fun. col. 
II. 142), but must be corrected to amoAavodpeda as in id. 
col. 13. 3, dkovedvrwy has already been replaced by dxovdv- 
tov. Errors like Oavpdcers or Oavpdaons for Oavuaoe: in Eur, 


Alc. 157— 
& 8 év ddpois Cdpace Oavpdocer Kvwv 


by this time hardly need remark, and other instances of 
the active have all been corrected by the best editors and 
with the sanction of manuscripts. 

It is difficult to give a reason for the deponent future of 
éuvvp., swear, but emopxjcopa by the side of émopxjow 
may well be explained as due to analogy with it. 

Although there is no example of «lkdooya, the form 
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arekdoouwa. and dvtekacouo. demonstrate its existence, as 
the prepositions which are prefixed to these compounds 
can in no way have influenced their form. The three verbs 
indicate the indisputable adaptability of a middie meaning 
to the future tense. 

Before this inquiry is brought to a conclusion, a small 
compact group of verbs possessing the peculiarity under 
discussion deserves serious attention. Probably all of them 
had also an active future, but in no case would it be wrong 
to assign a middle future to an active verb denoting praise 
or blame. 

AwBoyat and Avpatvowa, pepowat and airiépat, are en- 
tirely deponents, while Aovdopd or Aovbopdpar are used in- 
differently, although, as might be expected, the active is 
in the future tense of extraordinary rarity. All verbs 
corresponding to our scoff, flout, jeer, belong to this class, 
and while there is no unquestioned instance of the active 
of oxémTw or TwOa¢w, yet both verbs occur so rarely in the 
future tense that the analogy of t8p.6-by the side of tBpu- 
ovat, as well as of Aowopé by the side of Aowopodpar, must 
be regarded as indicating that neither form of the future 
would be displeasing to Attic ears. 

Ilaf¢® has been considered in another class; émyAwtrd- 
par, abuse, jest, xaprevtiCouar and dnpodym, jest, are de- 
ponents throughout, and énypealw, banter, oxpadrie, insult, 
and yxAevd(w, scoff, do not happen to occur in the future 
tense. If it is easy to suggest spomnAakveirar taxa for mpo- 
maAraxkiet taxa in Plat. Gorg. 527 A, yet Thucydides in 
mpommAak.av.(6. 54) supplies an indisputable instance of the 
active. Koddw, like Aod0p4, oscillates between the middle 
and the active voice, and in Thucydides éixaié has at one 
time an active, at another.a middle future. 

"Erawéow and érawécopa, eykomidda and éyxwpidoopat, 
are about equally well supported, and: strongly’ confirm 
the view taken of the others. 
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These three classes, consisting of verbs altogether de- 
ponent, verbs either active or deponent, and verbs which 
though otherwise active are occasionally middle in the 
future tense, may be thus presented :— 


peppopat, blame. XxaprevTicowat, jest. 
POpOp-al, blame. |  dnpodpat, jest. 
aiTiGpat, blame. | Avpalvoua, outrage. 
emyAwTT@pat, abuse. | AwBOpat, outrage. 
Aod0pe, Aovdopodpar, insult. 
KoAda, KoAadCouar punish. 
TKOTTO, jeer, TKOWo OF TKeWopat. 
rwbacw, flout. TwOdow Or THOdcopal. 
UBpica, insult, UBprO Or VBprodpar. 
em™npedw, banter, emnpedow OY emnpedoopat. 
xAcvaw, scoff, xAevaow or xAevdoopa. 
mpomnaAakifw, abuse, TpoTMAaKLo OF TpoTNAGKLODL.AL. 
oKipart, insult, oKULAALG OF oKLIaALOvpaL. 
dukalo, punish, dLKaLMOw OF SLKALOTOLAL. 
eTaLva, praise, eTalveow OF ETALVETOUAL. 
eyKapaco, panegyrise, éykapidow or éykapidoopar. 


The relationship between future tense and middle mean- 
ing, which is so clearly proved by the numerous ex- 
amples considered above, must originally have arisen from 
some refined sense of language. It was helped by analogy 
at the later period which is_called classical; but even at 
that early date had begun to decay, as.is indicated by such 
forms as éoTjé and reOvyéw by the side of orjoowar and 
davotpar. These verbs belong to a group in which the 
idiosyncrasy of meaning is not very clearly marked, and 
though the analogy of kexpafoya1, and xexAdyéopar gave the 
forms birth, the analogy of Oavodpar and orjooua proved 
incapable of assigning to them the middle form. They ac- 
quired it in late Greek, and in that way middle forms have 
crept into the texts even of Classical authors, but only in 
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the case of the easily altered second person singular. The 
authority for the active is conclusive. 


A. @s teOvnéwv tobe vovi- 
B. dn€ouap’ twas eyo. 
Arist. Ach, 325. 
> X\ A / sy 5) cal / 
ov pay atysot y ex Oedv TEeOvnéopev. 
Aesch, Agam. 1279. 
O0€ 0 éatH€w Tap’ adtdv' adiTd yap pou ylyverar. 
Arist. Lys. 634. 
Accordingly the following passages must be all altered, 
as has already been done by good editors— 
eloer OV, XEpviBwy yap éoTHnéer TéAas. 
Eur. I. A. 675. 
A. olw @s TeOvy€Eeu. 


B. pndapes, @ Adpaye. 
Arist. Ach. 590. 


/ b] \ 4 NS > p) \ td 
Matny esol KexAavoeTal, ov 6 eyxavav TeOvn€et. 


Nub. 1436. 
> a A oJ aN / x 
OUVK €OTLY OTWS OVXL TeOvHEEt, KQV KTE, 
Vesp. 654. 


In two of these places the Ravenna manuscript, our best 
authority, not only blunders in the termination, but even 
in the body of the word, giving re@vycer for reOvi€es. No 
faith can be put in such authorities, no reliance at a pinch. 


COCCHI 





“Hiutke@aaAatoy pH Aére, GAAG HUiKpavoy, 





Either Phrynichus has fallen into error, or he did not 
write juixpavov. The Attic word is jyixpaipa}, as is seen 
from Aristophanes— 

ovKovy KaTayéAacTos bAT éceL 
THY Hytkparpay Thy erépay Widnv exov ; 
Thesm. 227. 


1 Schol. in Hom. Il. 5. 3— 
oi “Arrixol 7d Tis KEepadrys Tucov Huixparpay r€yovat. 
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and from other passages quoted by Athenaeus as in 9. 
368 E— 
KwAq, TO TAEvpor, Hulkpaip apiotepa— 
Ameipsias. 


and g, 384 D— 


elondOev Hutkparpa taxepa d€Adakos. 
Crobylus. 


ECCIV. 


*Evapetoc: moAv Tapa Toic ZTwLKOIc KUKAEITaL TOUVOLG, 


ouK Ov Gpyatov. 


Plutarch (Mor. 116 .F) or his copyists have substituted 
this late formation for évdicmv in two lines which Plutarch 
assigns to Aeschylus, but Stobaeus (Flor. 108. 43) with 
greater probability to Euripides— 

avopov Ta0 eotiv evdikwy TE Kal copov 
Kap Totot devvots py TEOvLGoCOaL Oeots. 


The word is common in late writers. 


CEEV. 


FootpokvHitay pA Aére, GAAG KVHILHV. 








‘Neque yaorpoxynyla, neque dvrexvijp.oy oratorium est. 
Haec sunt scholae vocabula, quae sermo vulgaris forte ar- 
repta volvit, sed nemo cultior in rerum civilium exposi- 
tione ad popularem sensum accommodata immiscet. Ve- 
rum putidae in verborum delectu subtilitatis exemplum 
praebuit Nicetas Ann. 4. 5. 78 D, yaorpoxvnulédas (leg. 
yaotpoxrvnplas) Kal xeipas, Kal boca Tod} odparos doTbbn b10- 
OpvBels iv. Artis medicae scriptoribus ista non solum per- 
missa, etiam necessaria sunt.’ Lobeck. 
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CECI: 





Oepua obtwe 6 Mévavdpoc da TOO a, GAN odTE OovKvdidHc, 


ous H Gpyata KkwU@dta, oUTe TIAdTa@y, OéppH dé. 





This article, like the last, may well be spurious, as neither 
has much textual authority. The statement is also made by 
Zonaras (Lex. 1030), by the Etymologicum Magnum (206. 
57) and by Suidas, sub voc. BovBév. The word occurred in 
the Tewpyds— 

BovBaov éenipOyn To yéportt O€pya Te 
emeAaBev avrov. 
As a matter of fact, too much has been made of this form. 
The grammarians have followed their usual practice of using 
one another’s writings in a way which in literature proper 
would be called plagiarism, and have given an undue em- 
phasis to what was originally an erroneous dictum. ©é€ppn, 
as has been said already, is a very peculiar formation, and 
stands upon quite a different footing from 7éAya (rddyn), 
cvOvva, and mpiyva (mp¥urn). There is no reason in the 
world why Oépya, a substantive legitimately formed from 
G€powat, should not be regarded as distinct from @épyn con- 
nected with depuds. The verb 0époua is a primitive passive 
(not middle), of which no active exists in Classical Greek, 
and which was itself an excellent though rare Attic word— 
és TO Badaveiov Tpexe 
émeit e€xel Kopupatos éEotnkws Oépov. 
Ar, Plut. 953. 
Plato, Phileb. 46 C, éméray tus Tavdvtia Gua abn maoyn, 
pry@v tote Oe€pntar Kal Oeppawopuevos eviore Wynta. In 
Menander, therefore, 0épua is to be considered as a neuter 
with genitive 0épyaros, and the remarks of the grammarians 
are to be attributed to the fact that the line of Menander 


THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 415 


happened to recall the strikingly memorable account of 
the symptoms which first marked the victims of the Great 
Plague, Thuc. 2. 49, adX é€aipyns tyeis SvTas TpOtov jev 
Ths Kepadis Oépyar icxvpal cal Tov dpOadrpGv epvOyjpara Kai 
prdywos €AdpBave kre. It is doubtless for the same absurd 
reason that Timaeus (139) altered @épya in Plato’s Theaet. 
178 C to Oéppa. Plato, like Menander, wrote Oépya, and 
Aristophanes also used the neuter substantive. Pollux 
4. 116 Oépya Kai wip ’Apioroparns Epyn— 

6 8 €xwv Oépua Kat 


a e 
TUp 1KE. 


CECVIT 





TedeAnkevar “Adefavdpewtikov ToUvoUd. dt0 apeTeov 
*AreEavdpedatv Kai AiruTtiotc adro, Huy d€ FHTEOv HOEAH- 


KEVGL. 





The Attic verb was é0éAo, with perfect 70é€Anxa, whereas 
in the Common dialect it was 0éAw with perfect reOéAnxa." 
The word has suffered grievously from the want of pliability 
in Tragic trimeter verse, and from the careless habits of 
transcribers. Homer, Hesiod, Theognis, and Pindar knew 
“no form but the trisyllabic. The tragic senarius, however, 
admitted of its present only under limited conditions, and 
the form 0éAw was necessarily used, especially as BovAopuar * 


1 ’HOéAnKa, Aeschin. 2. 139; Xen. Cyr. 5. 2.9; Dem. 47. 5; plp. 0eAjne, 
Xen. Hell. 6. 5. 21.’ ‘7e0éAnna, Mosch. ma0. yoy. P. 14. 19; Sext. Emp. 682 
(Bekk.); Orig. Ref. Haeres.’ 4. 15 (Miller); plp. éreOeAqnecav, Dio Cass. 44. 
26.’ Veitch. 

2 “ BobAopat ist bei Homer und in den Hymnen zwar bei weitem seltner als 
é0éAw, aber doch den eben giiltig. Dann aber verswindet es fast aus der Dichter- 
sprache: Hesiod (Op. 647), Simonides Ceus (fr, 92. 3. epigr.), Pindar (fr. 83), 
die Batrachom. (72) haben ganz vereinzelt stehende Beispiele. Aeschylus 
hat es ebenfalls sehr selten (Pers. 215; Prom. 867, 929) und, wie auch 
Sophokles, nicht in Chorliedern. Sonst aber haben die jiingeren Dramatiker es 
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was for some reason or other eschewed by the early 
tragedians. “HOedov and 70éAnoa, however, were much 
more convenient for an Iambic line than €@eAov and éedqoa, 
forms probably unknown to Classical Greek, although the 
tragic subjunctive and other moods, deAjow, Oedjoays, 
6€dnoor etc., naturally suggest them. 

Aristophanes always uses é0é\o, except in the phrases jy 
Ocds Oédy, ei Oeds O€do, in which the attrition of constant use 
is manifest. Thus é@é\m is demanded by the metre in Eq. 
791, Pax 852, Av. 581, Plut. 512, 524, etc., while @edw 
occurs in one or other of the phrases mentioned above, in 
Plut. 347, 1188, Pax 939, 1187, Rams 59¢pedags ee 
Thesm. 908 6é\w is from Eur. Hel. 562, and in 1. 412 of 
the same play 0éAeu is used for tragic effect, the next line 
being taken from the Phoenix of Euripides. 

In prose the trisyllabic form must be restored, except 
after a vowel, and in the phrases just mentioned, and in 
similar expressions like @c00 O€dorTos. 


CCCVITE. 





Yuddoc BapBapov, H dé WUAAG dOKiwov Stt Kai apyaiov. 





‘Feminina positio inde ab Aristophane et Xenophontis 
Symp. 6. 8 (adcovs Widdns médas euod azéxers) omnibus 
viguit aetatibus . . . Masculinum genus, quod Moeris p. 


oft, namentlich Euripides. Verbindet man hiermit das die altesten Attischen 
Prosaiker, besonders Thucydides, BovAopar en grosser Fiille, dagegen nur spar- 
sam é0éAw (0éAw ganz selten) haben, so kommen wir wohl auf die rechte Spur. 
Es muss in BovAopua eben so sehr etwas gelegen haben, was es von der hohen 
Poesie fern hielt, wie en é0éAw, was es ihr besonders lieb machte. War der un- 
terschied zunaichst der zwischen Poesie und Prosa, so war es naturlich schwer 
einen begrifflichen unterschied zu finden, der, wenigstens fiir die Zeit zwischen 
Homer und den jiingeren Tragikern vielleicht gar nicht vorhander war. 
Letztere, wenn sie des Wort zu gleichem richten mit ¢@éAw aufnahmen, hiengen 
wohl darin von den neueren Philosophen ab, u. s. w.” Tycho Mommsen, =vv 
und Mera bei Euripides, p. 2. 
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418 in numerum communium aggregat, in versione Alexan- 
drina 1 Reg. 24. 14, Anon. Antiqq. Constantinopol. 2. p. 
26 A, 37 A, et ap. Aristot. H. A. 4. 10, 537. #6, Dioscorid. 
4. 70, et Galenum de Administr. Anat. 6. 1. 130, multo 
saepius legitima forma utentem.’ Lobeck. 


CeCe 


EdcyHumy’ todo peév ol duadetc Emi TOO TMAOUGIoU Kai Ev 
GEtpaTt GvtToc TdTTOVGLV’ OL O apyator Emi TOO KaAOD Kai 


GULMETPOV, 





The rejected signification seems confined to Christian 
writers. Thus, in Mark 15. 43, evoxnuov Bovdevtys corre- 
sponds to mAovevos in Matth. 27. 57. The word bears the 
same meaning in Luke, Acts 13. 50, yuvatkas Tas evoyjpovas. 


CECX: 


> ' ¢c SD) ' > > , c , 
Enirokoc i rovH ddokipwc ettev “Avtipavic 6 Kmuwdoc, 


déov Emites eEitteiv. 





The word reprehended is met with in Hippocrates, 
1201 H, 7 Kodpos eritoxos eodca Tov Eurrpocbev xpdvov: Aristot. 
H. A. 6. 18, 573. °2, kai otTw yivdoKovow 6ri exitoKa elo ot 
Towueves etc., the word recommended, in Hdt. 1. 108, rijv Ovya- 
tépa enireka €ovoapv : id. 111, 7 yuvyy emite€ Eodoa Tacay jpépyy : 
Hipp. 603.4, etc. There is no means of deciding between the 
words. The force of éxi has been explained above, p. 208. 


4 Gt Bp Gig 


"Erkdsetoc otwc “Ymepelouc ameppiipévarc, S€0v OOKIMG- 


, 


TEPOV YpHoaoAat TG HETOC H EloTOIHTOC Fi UMOBAHTOC. 


Er é 
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Antiatt. Bekk. 96. 30, also refers the word to Hyperides, 
but says nothing of the meaning: ’EyxdOeros’ “Crepeldns 
kata AvroxAéovs. If correctly cited this is the only instance 
in Attic Greek, as neither the letters of Demosthenes nor 
the Axiochus are genuine, Plat. Ax. 368 E, ot 6€ zepi 
Onpapevny kcal Kaddievov tH totepata mpoédpous eyKaberovs 
(suborned) ipévtes: Epist. Demosth. 1483. 1, im dvOpdmwv 
éyxaberwr diaBdAnOérres. In late Greek it is not uncommon, 
as Polyb. 13. 5. 1, Joseph. B. J. 2. 2. 5, Wuke george, 

‘Adoptatos Oerovs vocari, mounrovs et eiomoujrovs, ignorat 
nemo; illud praetermittunt, rov Oéuevoy vocari bérnv apud 
Photium: ©é€rns, 6 elatoiuncdpevos Oerovs twas. hoc ultimum 
vereor ne germanam lectionem specie non dissimilem ex- 
pulerit vias; tali abundantia 6erdv vidv movjjoa: dicitur, Suid. 
S. vidoat, OeTOv viov ToLEetcbar Hat. 6. 57.  Lobeck. 


CCCI. 


*Evdupevia’ duadac, déov diTtT@c A€éretv, Oc EUrroAtc KoAaEt, 


GKEVH TO KATH THY OLKLaV Kal EmiTmAa. 





This article has little authority, being absent from 
Laurentian A and the editions of Vascosan and Callierges, 
and from Phavorinus. 

The derivation and orthography of évévyerta are both 
uncertain, some preferring to spell it with an omicron, 
others with an upsilon, while it is connected severally with 
évoov, dduos, and évduya. Even Pollux rejects the term, 
10. 12, Tiy 6€ ToLavTnV KaTacKELIY evdopeviay ot TOAAOL KaAodoL" 
€y® 6& ovK emalvG Tovvoua... KGAALOV 6€ THY evdomeviay Tay- 
KTynolay 7) Tapmnolay dvoudoa, os ev “ExkAnovacotoas ’ Apio- 
Topayns’ TpayikeTepoy yap  TayKAnpia. Ta 6€ oKEedn Kal 
okevdpia idrov Tois Kwpwbdots kadeiv kte. The passage of 
Eupolis is cited in an earlier paragraph (10. 10) but ina 


THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 4lg 


corrupt state, adra d& Ta oKxe’n Kadotr’ dv Emma, HYyOUv 1 
SS Las SS 3 m wv lol c a y 
Kou?) KTHoLs, TA ETLTOANS OVTA THD KTndTwov. 6 yobv Evrods 

év Tots KeAagw tpoeumov— 
BA X\ / ‘\ ‘\ \ ots 
dkove 62) oKevn TA KATA THY OlKLaY 
Pa / / 
em yaye TapaTAnoLov, 


Tegovyeypamtar Tos Ta émiTAa. 


CECT 





"Eumuptonoc ottac ‘Yrrepetdue ripeAHLEevorc, déov 


EJLTIPHGMOC AEfely. 








Pollux, 9. 156, ’Ev peévto. to “Yrepeldov imep Avkddpovos 
eBpov yeypappévov $7) vewplwy mpodoclay 1) dpxelwv eumupiopov 
)} xatdAnWww axpas, Kal otrw yéypantar év meloor PiBAlors. 


Both words occur only in late writers. 


CECXIN, 





“Hutikakoy, oby obta@c GAN HUUdXOHPOV Pael. 





This article if by Phrynichus is certainly unworthy of 
him. The adjectives are equally good— 
nplkakos— 

Téws pev ovv GAN jytkak@s €Bookdpnv. 
Ar. Thesm. 449. 

Cp. Pollux, 6. 162, jlxaxov 6% EdxArelins Aéyer Kai Lodoxdrjs, 
"Apsotopduns b€ Kal tpuxdxwos: Antiatticista, 98. 13, HplkaKov. 
"Areéis Alxpadore. 
npuy.dx Onpos— 
Plato, Rep. 1. 352 C, dpynoav 6 emi ra déika adiKla 


HppoxOnpo Ovres. 
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CCEXN2 


"Eueddov Totti, EMeAAOV G€lvaL, GuapTHUaTA Ty écyda- 
Twy eitic OTH oUVTaTTel, TETHPHTaL rap H TH évecTart 
GUVTATTOMEVOY H TG MEAAOVTL, OLOV EMEAAOV TrOLELV, EUEAAOV 
TOlHoelv, TA dE GUVTEALKG OVdeva TPdTIOV GpdceL TA 


EueAAOv. 


CCECXVE 


“EueAAov rpdyar €éoydtac BdpBapoc A oUvTaEIc atTH 
Goplota rap ypdvw TO EuedAAov ot ouvTdTTOUGLV ol “ABH- 
vaiol, GAN HToL évecT@rt, olov EuedAov rpagetv, H MEAAOVTI, 


olov EueAAov rpayery. 


In the manuscripts and the edition of Nuiiez the second 
of these articles comes much later, while the two are neces- 
sarily in juxtaposition in Callierges. 

It may be too subtle to regard the scholarly addition of 
Oetvat, the poetical equivalent of wovjoa, not only as an in- 
dication that the former of the two edicts certainly originated 
with Phrynichus, but also as intended to make the rule apply 
to poetry as well as prose. As it is, the edicts themselves 
are disputed, while some scholars would make them absolute 
by the ridiculous device of asserting that the remarks refer 
only to the imperfect of péAdw. The following analysis 
of the usage of Attic poetry will demonstrate the justice 
of the general rule laid down by Phrynichus. It need 
hardly be added that only those passages are recorded 
in which peAdw has the signification of ‘intend’ or ‘am 
going to.’ 

To begin with Comedy, the present infinitive follows 
pedrdw in the following passages :— 
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perrov trp Aakedayoviny avdpov déyeuv. 
Ar. Ach. 482. 
a@maot peddeus eis A€yew Tavayria. 
Id. 493. 
el TTMXOs Ov emeit ev “AOnvatois A€yeu 


PEAAwW TEpl THS TOAEWS. 
Id. 498. 


° la / a / J 3 cal 
ouTos Ti dpacets; TW TTIAW peAAELS EMeELD 5 
Id. 588. 
aveotiv, noovav @ b6cwv péAdXELs ATooTEpEtabat. 
Nub. 1072. 


Ta péeAAovT ev A€yerOat. 
Vesp. 1011 (Chor.). 


wos Kal yadas ped\Aes A€yew ev avdpaow ; 


Id. 1185. 
&, G@, Ti wéAXNers Spay; B. dyew tavrnv AaBov. 
Id. 1379. 
ér ovd eweddres eyyds elvar TGV Oedv. 
Pax 196. 


OWN ctu Kal yap eEévar yvdpnv eunv 
pedreL. 
Id. 232. 
Aovodpeva TPW pEeAAW yap EoTLAY ydyous. 
Av. 132. 
Kaya TinTH péd\dw Te Body, 6 8 amw€BrLce Ooipariov jov. 
Id. 498. 
éoTiay 6 péAAopev E€vovs. 
Lys, 1058 (Chor.). 
. ov bel pw akovew; B. odx & y dv peddAns Spar. 
Thesm. 7. 
. pe&drer yap 6 kadrXtemiIs ’"Ayddwv 
Tpapos jpétepos, B. pOv Bweicbar ; 
. dpudxovs TiWévar Spdyaros apxas. 
Id. 50. 
perre dixdcew ore Bovdrs eof épa, 
Id. 79. 
Kav Oeopopdpow péAdovor TEpl pov THLEpov 


éxkAnotdtew em 6A€Opem. 
7 P¢ 
Id. 83. 


422 
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A. drap ti péAdews Spay pw; B. amogupeiv rade. 


Ar. Thesm, 215. 


oped 


iv’ atta BovdevorrOe Kal pedrdoute Spar. 
Id. 587. 
un 570" ixerevm TAnY y Grav pedAdrAw *Eepeiv. 
Ran. II. 
uedrers avayew elmep y exeiOen det wo aye. 
Id. 77. 
ri mor dpa dpay péAdovow GAN aTA® TpdTY. 
Ecelaeaite 
uérdAor Badice 7) Ovpal? Exaorore. 
Id. 271. 
pa At” add’ anop€pew ata péAdAw TH TOAEL- 
Td. 758. 
&® pirau yuvaixes eimep péAAouev TO XpHwa dpav. 
Id. 1164. 
el TovTO Spay pEeAdovTes eTmAADoluEeba. 
Pl. 466. 
yéddw orpatnyov yxelpotoveiy ’Ayvppiov’. 
Td. ap. Plut. de rep. gerend. 801 B. 
GAN ei péAAets ed KavdpEiws 
pocew GoTep p0oTaKka oavTov. 
Strattis, in Etym. Mag. 803. 47. 
Udrep’ Srav péAdw A€yew oor THY XUTpav, XUTpay héyw 5 
Antiphanes, ap. Athen. Io. 449 B. 
ovooitiov péAdets voonreverv 3 Soov 
axpoxorv pew — uv — ptyxn, TO0das. 
Anaxilas, ap. Athen. 3. 95 A. 


péddovta dermvicew yap dvodpa Oerraddv. 
Alexis, ap. Athen. 4. 137 C. 


1 The following lines are too uncertain to be used in settling this question:— 


Ar, ap. Hesychius s. apoppn— 


pédrer 5 Tépmew Tovs eis apoppHy : 


Pherecrates, ap. Athen. 9. 396 C— 


ov yadabnvoy ap by Ovew peéeddAcs: 


Plato, ap. Athen. 15. 667 B— 


pt) oKAnpayv éxe 
Thy xelpa péAAwy KoTTaBiCer. 
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To complete the list may be added the Boeotian’s patois in 
Ar. Ach. 947— 
perdw ye Tor Oepidéder. 
The future infinitive is in Comedy much more rare, oc- 
curring only in the following places :— 
at O€ 
yvopnv epeiv péddovta Tepl 


MiAnociwy kat Kepdavety 


TaAavTov. 
Ar. Eq. 931. 
pe\AwY GhAncEW pr TapovT@y papTvpav. 
Nub. 777. 
aicxpov Toveiv, 6 Te THS aldods péAher Tayadw avarAjoew. 
: Id. 995. 
pevyets; euedAoy © Gpa Kujoew eyo. 
Id. 1301. 


pedAes avatelcew os dikatoy Kal Kadov. 
Id. 1340. 


ov EvAANWEO Srdcoic. Slka THTes weAAOVTW evedOaL. 
Vesp. 400. 

GAN’ & mepl ths Taons peAd\ov Bacidrelas avTiroynoew. 
Id. 546. 


pedrovoav 75n AeoBieiv Tovs Evp7dras. 
Id: 1346. 


kara xelpos towp epérw traxd tis. B. deumvjoew peddAopev 
i Te; 
Ay. 464. 
eimep péeAdoeV 


> \ > Pett DA 
avayKkaoew TOUS dvopas ELPNVNV GyEel. 
Lys, 120, 


pédAoval py’ ai yuvaixes amodeiv THyepor. 
Thesm. 181. 


In one passage the governed verb may be regarded either 


as present or future— 


dvev dpupdkrov tiv dixny pédAAeis Kader, 
Vesp, 830» 
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Against these forty-eight examples of the present or 
future—thirty-five of the present, twelve of the future, and 
one doubtful—there are only three, or more correctly 
only two, instances of the aorist, to set; for the Laconic in 
Lys. 117— 

€y® 0€ Kal ka motto Tadyetoy ava 

eAgouy’” dpos ai péddAoml y’ eipdvav idqp, 
may be set against the Boeotian in Ach. 947. These two 
instances are, Av. 366— 

eimé pot TL méAdeT @ TavTwv Kdkiora Onplov 

amohéoa Tabdvtes ovdev dvdpe kal dvacrdoa ; 
and Ach. 1159 (Chor.)— 

KaTa LeA- 
Novtos AaBety avrod Kvwv 


c fi 4 
apTacaca evyou. 


They are unquestioned violations of the rule, and do not 
admit of reasonable emendation. It would be easy to 
change amoA€oas and d:acrdom into amodéoew and daordoew, 
but the cure would be almost worse than the disease, as the 
Attic future of améAdups is a7oAG, not azodAéow. In Comedy, 
therefore, of the Attic period, the exceptions to the rule of 
Phrynichus are four per cent. of the instances. 

As to tragedy, full statistics of the usage of Euripides 
are not yet in my hands, but the following notes on 
Aeschylus and Sophocles may be of service. Aeschylus 
prefers the future after yéAdw, that tense occurring four 
times, P. V. 638, 835, Cho. 859, 867, and the present only 
once, Supp]. 1058, while redciv in Agam. 974 may be 
either present or future— 


pedo. 6€ ToL col TGyTEp dy peAdns Tedeiv. 


This writer also supplies an undoubted example of the 
aorist in P. V. 625— 


paro. me Kptw ys Tod0 brep wéAAw Trabeiv. 
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In Sophocles, on the other hand, the future and the present 
are evenly balanced, the former occurring nine times, 
El. 359, 379, 538, Aj. 925, 1027, 1287, Ant. 458, Phil. 483, 
1084, and the latter nine, El. 305, 1486, Aj. 443, O. R. 678, 
eee. GC. 1773, «ir. 79, 750, Phil. 409. “There is one 
possible instance of the aorist. The manuscripts present 
KTavety in 
KTaveiv. éueAAov Tatépa Tov eydv' 6 b€ Oavdr, 
O. R. 967. 

but it is quite possible that Sophocles wrote krevetv. If 
xtaveiv is right, it will be observed that the percentage of 
aorists is much the same as in Comedy. So small a per- 
centage of exceptions may easily be due to negligent and 
ungrammatical writing. 


CECKVTT 





Kpavraoudc’ mapakettévov Too KeKparyoc elrelv €pel 


TiC GUAIGC KpavsaoMoc. 





There is little evidence, but as far as it goes it is in 
favour of xexpayyos, that form occurring in Eur. I. A. 1357, 
and xéxpaypa in Ar. Pax 637, whereas there is no instance 
of kpavyacpds in a pre-Macedonian writer, although Anti- 
atticista, 101, has the note, Kpavyacpos dvri rod kpavyy Aldu- 
Aos "AnoBdrn. The fact that kpavyd¢w was hardly an Attic 
word cannot decide this point, as many substantives re- 
mained in use after the verbs which gave them birth had 
been replaced by more useful synonyms. That xpavyd¢w 
was really an old formation, although principally used in 
late Greek, is proved by the old lines quoted by Plato, Rep. 


10. 607 B, t Aaxépuda mpos beandtav Kiwy Kpavyd(ovca KTE, 
> 7) f f pavy 
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COCKV UE, 





Kopvdardc’ EvgotAouv toé kwumdomotot dpaua émirpd- — 
getar obtwc: od d€ Toic Tepi “Aptotopavuy treteouevoc 


KOpudoV AEFE TO ZOdOv. 


This, like the preceding article and the following, has 
little authority but that of Nufiez. 

The words of Thomas are worth quoting, if only to show 
that xopvdadds must at one time have been used on Attic 
soil ; (p. 549) Képvdos kat xopvdadds Kat kopvdadls To otpovOiov 
TO €xov em) THs KepadTs aveoctnKOTa TTépa GoTep AOpov. att 
d€ TO pev Kopvdos ’Attixdv' TIAovrdpxos év T@ TeEpl adodecx tas, 
(p. 507 E) képu80g ator metépevos. 70 5€ Kopvdados Kowvov 
el kal EvBovdos xpira ore b& Kal Kopvdadds Shyos ’AOnvnot, 
TO b€ KopvdaAls TounTiKdy @s OedkpiTos, (7. 23) “EmtupBid.0r 
Kopudahides. 

The Attic form occurs in Ar. Av. 302, 472, 476, 1295; 
Plato, Euthyd. 291 B; Anaxandrides, ap. Ath. 4. 131 
(1. 64), and in late writers, as Theocr. 7. 741. Of xopv- 
dadds Lobeck says, ‘rejectitiae formae nullus antiquior 
auctor proferri potest Aristotele, qui in Histor. Anim. saepis- 
sime xdpvdos, semel kopvdadds (9. 25) usurpavit. Sed si 
aliquot ab hoc gradus descendimus, larga exemplorum 
sylva insurgit, Aelian, H. An. 4. 5. 6. 46, Galen, vol. 4, 
p. 158, vol. 13, p. 943; Dioscor. 2. 59, Aesop. Fab. 46.’ 


CCOXTe: 





Kappver TocavTH KaKOdaIWovia Tep! Tivac EoTi TAC Bap- 
Bapiac Gor, érevdH “AdeEtc KeYpHTOL TH KappvELV HUWEAH- 
wévac €cydTac, aipetcdat kai avtovc oltw Aé€retv, d€0v Ac 


ol GploTol TAY GpYaiwy KaTapvely. 








The passage of Alexis has not been preserved, but there 
is no reason why he should not have employed such a syn- 
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copated form in the lyric, anapaestic, or hexameter metres, 
or in representing dialectical pronunciation. Thus, Aris- 
tophanes puts auBare into the mouth of a Boeotian in Ach. 
732, and dunrdevos of a Laconian in Lys. 106. Similarly, 
dymdAXere occurs naturally in the parody of the choruses 
of Aeschylus in Ran. 1358 (cp. dumdAAov7t, Lys. 1310). In 
Tragedy these forms were in place even in the senarii, as 
ovk és auBodds, Eur. Heracl. 270; duBarns, Bacch. 1107. 

In this respect as in others Xenophon approximates to 
the usage of the Common dialect, employing ayBarns in De 
Re Eq. 3.12; 5.7; Mem. 3. 3. 2, and perhaps at Hell. 5. 3.1, 
avapBaros in Cyr. 4. 5. 46, and auBodds y7 in id. 7. 5. 12. 

The form kxaypim seems most frequent in the sacred 
writers, as Esai. 29, kapptoe tovs 6p0adpovs; Luke, Acts 
28. 27, €xdppvoav Tors dp0adpors. 


CCCXX. 


Kepadotouetv’ atoppitte Tovvona Kal Oedppactov 


KEXPHUEVoOV aUT@: A€re dE KAPaTOLELY. 





This appears a mere matter of opinion. Euripides (?) 
uses kaparovetv in Rhes. 586— 
IIdpiww poddvte xpi) Kapatopeiv Eien, 
and Theophrastus, xepadoroveiy; Antiatticista, 104. 31; 
Keadoropeiy' Ocddpacros tept Evéamovias. There is not 
much basis for choice, as either word is a legitimate for- 
mation. 


COC 





Adkatvay peév ruvatka épeic, Adkawav dé Thy yapav ovda- 


udac, GAAG AakoovikHy, et Kat Edpuriduc mapadorac,— 


1 Androm, 194. So id, 151, 209, Tro, 1110, Hel. 1473, etc. 
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Such adjectival use of substantives has been discussed 
already on p. 21. It is common in Tragedy and in Ionic 
prose, but is practically unknown in genuine Attic. The 
exceptions enumerated by Lobeck are not to the point, as 
both Adxawwa kvov', or oxvdAa€2, and Adxawva?, a sort of cup, 
are mere remnants of old usage, or to be regarded in the 
same way as an English expression like Swedes for Swedish 
turnips. Accordingly when Xenophon, in Hellen. 7. 1. 
29, writes eis tiv Adkawav, he is not writing Attic, but 
approximating to the Adxawa yépn of Herodotus or the 
Tragedians. 


COO: 





Mey obv tobto mpd—w: tic dvdcyotto oto cuvTdtTovTéc 
Tivoc €V GPXH AOrou TO Mev OUV; ot fap doktor broTdo- 
GOUGLV, EF @ Mev OVV A€fovtec, TA KAAG MEV OUV Kal TA 


wéev otvy mpdrnara, 





‘Satis exemplorum nobis praebent scriptores sacri, a 
pevooy et pevodyye saepe periodos exorsi, ne quis admoni- 
tionem illam inutilem fuisse credat.’ Lobeck. 


CECCXXIM: 





Muapia adoxipov, TO d€ uLapoc apyatoy, 





Phrynichus is in error, the substantive being used by 
Demosthenes, 845. 23, mepl wey otv tijs aicypoxepdlas ris 
ToUTov Kal ptapias borepdv or doxet dveEeAOciv, by Isaeus, 51. 
32, els TovTo UBpews kal piapias adlkero, and in the early 


IS SOPLeAy ope cua Gyr: sLo..94: 2 Plat. Parmer2cie. 

* Athenaeus 11. 484 F, Adxawar kvdixwv dos ows Xeydpuevov } dd Tod 
Kepapov, ws Ta ATTiKA oKEUN, 7} amd TOD OXNMATOS émywpidoayTos exer, womep ai 
OnpikrAcat A€yovTat. “Apiotopayvns, Aatadedar' 

ZuBapiribas 7 etwxias Kat Xiov éx Aakxawav. 
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sense of ‘ bloodguiltiness, by Antiphon 118. 2; 119.3; 124. 
2. Itis also found in Xen. Hell. 7. 3. 6. 

Thomas blindly follows Phrynichus, p. 615, peapds, od 
puapia 5€ adda BdeAvpia, and so Antiatt. p. 108. 


CEEXXIV: 





Fauay pi Aére, GAAG ramoin did THC Ol, Oc vooin, @LAotH* 
Ta pap TAC TpwTHC oueuriac Kal TpiTHC TOV TEPLOTIOMEVOv 
PHUGT@Y EVKTLKG OG TAC OL dipOdrrou A€reTat, olov TeAOIH: 


Ta d€ Thc SevTépac did TOU w, OlOV VIK~H, TEA@H. 





CEC ON: 





Aida kal didaHc TobTou TO evKTIKOV Ovdeic Tay ’ATTI- 
Kv elite dic TOO w, GAAG Sia THic or Supedrrov. TeEKUHpLOL 
dé “Ounpoc Edy ev brroraktiK@c ypATat dia TOO w AErov— 


> ’ =) 
€l O€ KEV GU TOL 


7 


O@H K0d0C GpEecbau 


' 
ott dé, Edv O€ Got O@ 6 Zevc, el de EVKTIKAC, ObTaC— 
G01 d€ Geol Tdca dolev, 6a Mpeci Got pevowvae- 
éoavpaca oty "AdeEdvdpov tod Ztpov copictod dwH kal 


d1daH A€fovToc Eri TOG EvKTLKOD, 





The second of these articles is in the manuscripts separated 
from the first by the articles numbered in this edition 326 
and 327. Their juxtaposition will enable me to discuss 
with more conciseness the true forms of the optative mood 
in Attic Greek. It will be my aim to establish by the 
authority of Attic Comedy the true forms of the optative 
mood in those cases in which a longer and a shorter form 
occur side by side in our prose texts of Attic writers. It 
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may be observed, that the possibility in prose of a form 
like redot by the side of teAoln, or yeA@ by the side of 
yehon, does not seem to have presented itself to Phryni- 
chus, and it will be demonstrated that such corruptions 
have still more no place in Classical writing. 

If it can be proved by the impartial laws of metre that 
in Comedy only one set of forms was in each case used, a 
strong argument is obtained for considering as spurious the 
unsupported prose inflexions. The argument becomes still 
stronger when by the ignorance or negligence of scribes 
the defaulting forms have in some manuscripts been foisted 
into verse, to the detriment of the metre, or, by causing 
the expulsion of some other word, to the detriment of the 
sense. 

Moreover, it is easy to prove that Aristophanes never 
scrupled to use two forms when he might do so without 
violating Attic usage. Upto the Archonship of Euclides 
(B.C. 402) the longer forms of the dative plural of the first 
and second declensions, appear constantly in inscriptions, 
and were certainly used in the intercourse of daily life. In 
the Comic poets they occur side by side with the shorter, 
and were for the sake of convenience never rejected, al- 
though in prose they are found only in some of the more 
elevated passages of Plato. 

6 Zevs pe tadr edpacey avOparois pOovaev. 
Ar. Plut. 87. 
el ti y €or Aapmpov Kal Kadov 
) xdpev avOpdro.r, 514 oe ylyverar. 
Id. 145. 

Similarly, the Comic poet, no less than the Epic poet 
or the tragedian, employs indifferently both the lighter 
and heavier forms of the first person plural, middle or 
passive. 

of yap BA€movtes Tois TupdAocis HyovpeOa. 
Plut. 15. 
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GAAa tov y’ >Aydbpprov 
zovnpov hyotperOa’ viv d€ xpwopévwr. 
Eccl. 185. 


A. GAN os Taxio? eby duel’. 
B. edxopecda 67). 
Pax 973- 


He uses as he requires the two forms of the third person 


plural optative, middle, or passive, namely the longer in 
-otaro, and the shorter in -owTo. 


ai tpixides ef yevolad’ Exatoy TovBadod. 
Eq. 662. 


ty € 6é / 2 / 
vp at Gecets ylyvowTo TH VvovpnvVia. 
Nub. rig!. 


apdrepov diaddrdrowl Exdvres, ei SE py. 
Id. 1194. 


bcd / ~ a) ¢ 7 
émwS TaXLOTA TA TpLTavel vedotaTo. 
Id. 1199. 


The Attic dialect recognised éornxds and éornkévar as 
legitimate forms by the side of the syncopated éoros 
and éordva1, and accordingly the usage is reflected in 
Comedy— 


yw dee J (al a € \ / 
€TELT EKEL Kopupatos EOTHKWS O€pov. 
Plut. 953”. 


1 Besides the instances quoted in the text we find, Pax 209, aic@avo.aro: Ar. 
1147, épyacaiaro: Lys. 42, id. Fr.Com. 2.1106 (Aristoph.), ipedoiaro. Homer 
probably never uses -o.w7o, as the hiatus in Il. 1. 344— 

Snnws of mapa vnvaot ado paxéowTo “Axarol 

makes paxeotar’ almost a certain emendation. Other instances are, Il. 2. 340, 
~yevolaro: 418, AaColaro : 282, énuppacaiaro : 492, pynoaiad’: Il. 11. 467, Bigaro: 
Od, 1. 157, mevOolaro: 9. 554, dmoAoiaro. In Aeschylus we have, Pers. 360, 
451, exowlolaro: 369, pevgoiad’: Supp. 695 (ch.), Oelar’: 754, €xOatpoiaro : 
Cho. 484, xriCoiad’: Sept. 552, dAoiaro. In Sophocles, Aj. 842, dAciaro: O.R. 
1274, dpoiad’ ywaotaro: O. C. 44, defaiato: 602, mepyatad’: 921, mudoiaro: O45, 
defoiar’: El. 211 (ch.), dmovaiaro. In Euripides, Hel. 159, dvriBupyocaiato: 
H. F. 547, éxricaiaro: I. T. 1341, olxoiaro. 

2 Pax 375, Ran. 613, reOvnxivac: Ran. 1012, reOvdvac: Ran. 67, reOvnKdr0s : 
Ay. 1075, TeOvnkérow : Ran. 171, 1476, reOvnkdra : 1175, TeOvnKdar: but Av. 476, 
reOvess: Nub. 782, 838; Ran. 1028, 1140, reOve@ros. Soin Antiphon, 112. 3, 
reOvnkdri, followed in id, 5 by reOve@ros, may perhaps be right. 
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GAG Bupoivny exwv 
deiTVODYTOS EDT@S ATOTOBEL Tovs pPHTOpas. 
Eq. 60. 
Both the uncontracted and the contracted forms of com- 
parative adjectives in -wy were good Attic, as inscriptions 
prove, and both are found in Aristophanes— 


aN \ / x 7 
\@® oTpatnyot TAEloves 7 BEATLovEs. 
Ach, 1078. 


A. kal tov OeatGv drdTEpor 


/ , 
TAELOVS OKOTEL. 


B. kal 6) oKo7e. 
Nub. 1097. 


> \ > c ” / ‘ /, 
autos 6 éavT@® TapeTiOer Ta petCova. 
Bq 1222% 


, ¢ 21 \ , / 
oTOM@oov olay €s Ta pelo Tpaypara. 
Nub. i110. 


The same is true of many other forms, such as és and 
eis!, olowat and otwar, oounv and op”, éavtdv and adrédv®, 


dépm and deipw*, and if this principle is established that 


1 és is the older form, and is the only one found in inscriptions till close 
upon the Archonship of “Euclides, after which time eis supersedes és almost 
entirely. Aristophanes avoided és before a vowel, a fact curiously supported 
by his invariably using evow. never €ow. The tragedians employed és when the 
metre required it, and so Arist. Thesm, 1122— 

megely és EvVTY Kal yapndtoy A€Exos. © 
Pax, 140— 
Ti & iv és bypov movtiov méon Bdbos; 
are lines from Euripides. For elision, whether before a vowel or a consonant, 
és was used in Comedy. Ar. Ran. 186— 
7)’s Ovov mAoKas 
jo KepBepious: 
Thesm. 1224— 
THO Swe; “s Tovpmadw TpéxeLs av Ye. 
Thucydides always used és. 

2 otopar, Nub. 1342; Eq. 414; Vesp. 515. ofa, Nub. 1112, 1113, and more 
than twenty times elsewhere. g@dpnv, Nub. 1473; Vesp. 791, 1138; Eccl. 168; 
w@pynv, Plut. 834. 

3 éauvrév, Nub. 407, 585, 980; Eq. 513; Pax 546: abtrdv, Pax 735, 1184: 
éaurod, Vesp. 692, 1026, 1534, etc.: abrod, Vesp. 76; Av. 1444: éavrods, Vesp. 
1517; Lys. 577: éavro, Pl. 589; Eq. 544, 1223, etc.: ai7d, Vesp. 130, 804; 
Pl. 1165. 

* S€pw occurs Ran. 619, but Seipw Nub. 442 (anapaest); Vesp. 1286 (dme- 
depopnv) ; Av. 365 (troch.) 
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Aristophanes and the other Comic poets, representing as 
they did the cultured voice of Athens, readily availed 
themselves of double forms when such existed, it is not 
too much to consider the occurrence of only one form in 
Comic verse as distinct evidence that no other form was 
in use. 

The inflexions which will be placed beyond question by 
a careful application of this rule are the second and third 
persons singular of the weak aorist indicative active, and 
the singular and plural forms of the active optative present 
of contracted verbs, as well as the corresponding inflexions 
of the Attic contracted future. 

In the texts of prose writers two forms of the second 
and third persons singular weak aorist optative active are 
encountered side by side, often in the same paragraph and 
sometimes in the same line—for the second person a 
shorter form in -as and a longer in -eas, for the third a 
shorter in -ac and a longer in -ee(v). Thus in Dem. 13. 
26, TO pev ody emuitisav tows pyoar Tis av pad.vov Kal TayTos 
eivat xte.: and just below, 15. 9, kal pyoeve Tis Gv pr) TKOTOV 
axpiBos kre. In Lys. 122. 25 (12. 26) Bekker (in addend.), 
Cobet, and Scheibe all read «i7’, & oxeTALOTaTe TayTwY, avTE- 
heyes pev (va cdoe.as, cvveddpBaves O€ iva amoxtetvars. That 
g@yjoa. was in Attic impossible, and azoxre(vars an impro- 
bable form, will be proved by the following evidence. 

As to third person, the evidence of Aristophanes alone is 
quite conclusive— 

el mdAw dvaBreperev e& apxijs; 0 O€. 
Plut, 866. 
dvaBahrAopevn belEeve TOV chopyiotov. 
Eccl. 91. 
ijmep SvadAdéevev pas ay povy. 
Lys. £104. 
i) Tip andtpomov 7 bid€evev yaad7. 
Eccl. 792. 
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dpdcere TOON. B. Sov; 7d Tod Tlavds kadov. 


Lys. 911. 
Tov Baciréws dpOadrpov. B. exxdwere ye. 
Ach, g2. 
Svato pevTav, et Tis exTAUVELE CE. 
Plut. 1062, 
aity yap eumpnoecey Gv TO vesdptov. 
Ach, 918. 
tis THs Texovons Oarroy émumepverey av ; 
Eccl. 235. 
6 Zets c€ y emitpipeer. B. enurpiipovor yap. 
Id. 776. 
mb0oir’ ap éemitpipee. B. viv & ov rodro Spa. 
Plut. 120. 
xav EvvaTodpavar bedp emxerpyoee pot. 
Ran. 81. 
iwas Gv eomépaperey és TO vewptov. 
Ach. 921. 
bre ovd dy els Ovoevev avOpSTwY ETL. 
Plutsis ye 
BoTis Kahe€oere KdpdoTOY THY KapooTND. 
Nub. 1251. 
xovoels ye p av Tmeloevey GvOpe@THV TO pq OdK. 
Ran. 68. 
TOyoVa Tepidnoeey eoTabevpevats. 
Eccl, 127. 
TOs ovv Tis av cooELe ToLa’THY TOAL ; 
Ran. 1458. 
v7) Tovs Oeods éywye pH POdoe€ pe. 
Plut. 685. 
tis Gy ppacee TOD ’oTt XpeptrAos pour cades ; 
Lda rn yar 


a / oak ¢ / 
tls dy dpdcece TOD ’oti 7) Avovotpary ; 
Lys. 1086. 
tt dra Tobr’ dy adedjnoeev o ; B. 6 TL; 
Nub. 753. 


The Lacedaemonian Lampito’s words in Lys. 171, 7@ 


ka Tis GuTeloeey ad pi) TAaddiRY; may be mentioned along 
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with these instances from the senarii, but Plut. 136, where 
Dindorf reads— 


mavoee av, et Bovdoito Tadl’; B. drum ri by; 


must be reserved for further discussion. Besides these 
twenty-two instances in iambic trimeters we have in other 
regular metres, iambic, trochaic, and anapaestic, the fol- 
lowing :—Pax 568, dmaddd€evev: Plut. 510, BA€yere: Thesm. 
842, davicerev: Plut. 510, draveperev: Plut. 592, e€odr€oerev: 
Ach. 639, xadéceve: Nub. 969, xapyeres: Ran. 923, Anpij- 
gee: Plut. 506, moploevev: Eccl. 647, gidjoevey: and in 
choric measures—Ach. 1151, Thesm. 1051, éfodécever: 
Pax 1035, émaweoevev: Ach. 1171, éwdéevey: Thesm. 328, 
iaxnoevev: Ach. 1166, waragee. Against these numerous 
examples of the longer ending there are no instances of 
the shorter to bring. 

The evidence drawn from other Comic writers is equally 
convincing. The references are to the pages of Meineke’s 
volumes of the ‘ Fragmenta Comicorum.’ 


>. \ n~ , / Lal / , 
a7TO0 TOV TOTOU TAVCELE, TOV Alay ToTOv. 
2,122. 


el pn KOpyn devoeLle TO oTals 70e0s. 
561. 
ms Gy Koploee pol TIS ; 
786. 
, > ¢ / e / / ” 
akX HyéAoxos ovTos pe pnvucerev av, 
874. 
/ * / tite! \ / 
tis dv dpacete TOU ‘oT. TO Atovvator ; 
Iool. 

In 2. 947, a fragment of Aristophanes, occurs émOvp7- 
sete in what seems to be a pseudo-oracle (cp. p- 44), and 
from other metres are derived, 2. 673, maicere: 981, mopi- 
geiev: 1051, ovvaprdceev. There is in fact not a single 
instance of the shorter ending which till now holds the 
place of honour in all grammars, All examples of it 

Ff 2 
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occurring in prose ought once and for all to be altered 
to the longer. The evidence is simply overwhelming, and 
proves to certainty that optative forms ending in -a. were 
quite unknown to the Athenians. They do not occur once 
in Sophocles or Euripides, and in Aeschylus they occur 
only four times, and in all cases in the chorus— 

pnmote Aoy.os avopav 

TOvOE TOAW KEVOTAL 

BHO emLXwptors 

TTOMATW alyaticar Téd0v yas. 

Supp. 662 (bis). 
6 peyas Zevs amadé€ar 


yapnov Aiyumtoyer) pou. 
Id. 1052. 


pnde modoa kévis péeAav aia modurav. 
ete S ° J 4 A 
du dpyav Towvas avtidvovs atas 


aptadtca, TéAews |. 
Eum. 982. 


1 In Supp. 624, Zeds 5 ém«xpavae réAos, the form is simply a useless con- 
jecture of Dindorf’s for ém«paver, and in Ag. 170 (ch.) Aégar is only conjectural. 
The longer form is found in Aesch. P. V. 202, dpfeev: 396, edppeev: 503, 
gpnoeey: 1049 (ch.), cvyxwoeev: 1051 (ch.), piere: Sept. 739 (ch.), Aovoeev: 
Supp. 281, Opéfee: 487, ExOnpeev: Agam. 38, Aéferev: 366 (ch.), oxnpeev: 
552, Acfecev: 884, xatapplpeer: 1328, { rpewecer: 1370, papfeveyv: Cho. 344 (ch.), 
xoptoeev: 854, xAePevev. In Sophocles we find O. R. 502 (ch.), mapapetWecev : 
1302, paptupnoeev: O. C. 391, mpagecev: 1657, ppacee: Ant. 666, ornoee: 
Aj. 1149, kataoBéoee: 1176, dmoondcee: El. 572, ExOvoee: 1103, ppaceerv: 
Tr. 355, OeAgerev: 388, Adferev: 433, mepoecev: 458, dAyvveev: 657 (ch.), dvvoee: 
729, Aéfeev: 906, Pavoeev: Qo8, BrAcPeev: 933, Epadwerev: 935, Epkecev: O55 
(ch.), dmouxioerey: Phil. 281, dpeécevey: 463, peraotnaeev : 695 (ch.) dmoxAav 
cerev : 698 (ch.), KaTevvdoeev: 711, dvioee: 1062, veiwerev. In Euripides, Or. 
508, dmoxtelveey ; 783, oixticee: Phoen. 152, ddeoeey : 517, Spacaev: 948, 
éxawoeeyv: 104 (ch.), dpaviocev: Med. 95, Space: 760 (ch.), meAdoae: 1389 
(ch.), dAécee: Hipp. 684, éxrpépaer: 985, duam7vfeey: 1253, wAnoee: 1387 
(ch.), eotpicee: I. A. 802, ¢aoee: 1597, wANgecey: I. T. 577, Ppdoeev: 590, 
néppee: 627, meproreiAcev: 740, ayyeikecev: Rhes. 217, wépipeev: 235 (ch.), 
Kappee: Tro. 478, kopmaceev: 719, viknoee: 928, Kpiveceyv: 1014, Spaceev: 
1161, dpOwoeev: 1189, ypapeey: Cycl. 146, mAnoee: 535, Yavoee: Bacch. 
1072, dvaxaitioae: 1259, kadeceev: Heracl. 179, xpivecey: 537, Ackee: 538, 
dpaceeyv: Hel. 40, xovpioee: 175 (ch.), méeppece: 436, SiayyéAece: 522 (ch.), 
patoeev: 699, dpréceev: 1045, ovynoeey: Ion. 372, dpdoeev: 529, onpnveev: 
787, cwavrnoeev: 1127, devoane: H. F. 186, émavéoeey: 719, dvactyaee: 929, 
Bawevey : 1217, epUpeev, Eighty-nine instances in all from the three Tragedians. 
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Accordingly, Dobree’s arrangement of the initial words 
of a fragment of the Tarentini of Alexis (quoted by 
Athenaeus in 11. 463) is certainly wrong— 

ovde eis av evAdyws 
Hpiv pbovica vodv éxwv, ol Tév TéAas 
ovdev’ Gdtkodwev ovdev' Gp ovK otic Oru kTe. 
All we can affirm is that ovdefs and etAdyws, without 
av, were in the first line, and that the second went on— 


juiv pOovncer vodv exwv KTE. 


Critics have had the same advantage of a broken line 
in a fragment of the Second Thesmophoriazusae of Aris- 
tophanes, and have used it with equal skill. One thing is 
certain, that Aristophanes did not write— 


ov’ av A€ywv dear” Th. 
Antiphanes is credited with éyyxéa: in a passage quoted by 
Athenaeus (14. 641)— 
A. Oivov Odowov wivois Gv; B. et tis eyxéar. 
A. mpos dyvydddas 6€ Tas exerts; B. elpynyvikas. 
padakas odddpa, 6. as pedite tpoomatCew Bia. 
A. pedinnkta 6 ef cor tpoaodépor; B. Tpedyoue Kal 


wov 6€ katanivouws av. A. Gddov bet Tivds ; 


but zivois, tpoodépor, tpdyoyu, and kararivoywn, all suggest 
the true reading éyxéou. 

The passage of the Plutus which was reserved above for 
further discussion reads in the manuscripts as follows— 


/ 


wy” Aes 3 \ ¥ \ e 9 
ovKovy 06 €oTiV aiTLos, Kal padiws 
/ / Any 
mavoeev, el Bovdoito, TadT av; 
B. dre rh 6; 


} Naber’s correction for ovdeév 45. ovdé’. 

2 The Anfa of Fritsche is out of the question. The form of expression 
occurs again in the Ion of Eubulus (Athen. 4. 169) in the same connexion—the 
end of a long enumeration— 

TpvBrAia 6e nal Bardia Kai kaxkdBia kai 
Aordiia Kai matdvia TuKWa Tappéa 
Kovd’ dv A€ywv A€farm. 
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and it must be retained in that shape in whatever way 
Srt ri 64; is translated. Dindorf, in his conjecture, tavcev 
dv, et xte., Which Meineke has adopted, has fallen into an 
error which other emendators besides him have committed. 
Although nearly 150 instances of the optative forms in 
-evev have already been registered, it will be observed 
that in no single instance is the final syllable elided. The 
temptation to a writer of verse to elide the final epsilon 
before dv must have been very strong indeed, and that 
it was never done proves convincingly that Attic usage 
was absolutely opposed to such elision. Accordingly the 
metrical fault of the line— 

tows Gv exnvetoerev’ Otay 8 avy mvoas— 

Eur. Or. 700. 

must not be corrected by docking the éxrvedoeev!, but 
either by reading jv 8 avy with Nauck, or ére & avn with 
Kirchhoff. 

Thus, by the incontrovertible testimony of Attic verse, 
the true ending of the third person singular of the weak 
aorist optative active is proved to be -eve before a con- 
sonant and -erev before a vowel. The two cases of diver- 
gence from this law, as occurring in lyrical passages of the 
earliest of the three Tragedians, and as opposed by more 
than one hundred and fifty examples, may be regarded as 
corrupt, or, at all events, are to be treated as antiquated 
and anomalous. 


1 As most of the instances of the optative ending -a: are due to the ingenuity 
of critics, so a long list of exceptions to the rule against eliding the final 
syllable of -evey may be drawn up from the emendations of scholars. In 
Aesch. Choeph. 854, “Aébev dy is read by Heath and Monk. In Agam. 1376, 
Schutz, without warrant, altered mnpovns dpxivotar’ ay | paptecey to mypovis 
dpxvatatov papfe’ av. In Eur. Hipp. 469, for xad@s dxpiBwoeay Valcke- 
naer wrote kavwy dxpiBwoe ay, and our rule also invalidates Schneidewin’s 
yuvi) Tekovoa Kopmace’ of’ av more in Tro. 478, and Porson’s mpage’ dv é« 
Seay xax@s in Andr. 1283. Meineke’s attempt, in his ‘Curae Criticae,’ p. 55, 
to arrange a fragment of the Comic poet Archippus, quoted by Plutarch, 
Alcib. 1, is vitiated by the same fault, d0fe:’ for dd¢evey, and that he should 
adopt Cobet’s pace’ émov in Ar. Plut. 1171 and leave ¢paceé mov in Lys. 
1016, is as careless as it is incorrect. 
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In regard to the second person singular no such absolute 
rule can be formulated, but the Attic usage is nevertheless 
distinctly indicated. Aristophanes supplies the following 
evidence— 

ei TaAw avaBreWeras woTwEp Kal 7pO Tod. 
Plut. 95. 


v x 2 LoS 5 / 3 / 
OT@MS AV GAUTHV adavioeias ElL7TE [LOL. 
Nub. 760. 


Ww avdrov éxreuperas. B. adX ovxk Eoracev. 
Vesp. 175. 

m@s av Kadéoeias évTvxov *Apovia; 
Nub. 689. 

m@s dv od por é€eras Gye xpi A€yew; 
Eq. 15. 

povos yap av de€evas akiws euod. 
Thesm. 187. 

m@s dir av avrovs Evyxadéoetas; B. padias. 
Ay. 201. 


v , 4 / al c 
avopa TITEP@TELAS GV | B. wmavtes Tots oyots. 
Id. 1438. 


” id / c ral v 
€l Tia TOAW ppaceas Hplv EVvVEpOoV. 
Id. 121. 


\ ‘ / 5 / ? 4 
Tous gous dpaceias, el Seoiunv, olor ov. 
Ran. IIo. 

Besides these from the senarii, there are found in other 
metres three additional instances. In iambic tetrameter 
catalectic— 

dor el ov Bpiynoao kal Breas dotpaxlvia— 


: ; : Eq. 855. 
in anapaestic dimeters— 


GdN 10. xalpwv kai mpageras 
Eq. 498. 
and in a chorus, Thesm. 368, xupdceras. 


Against these thirteen unquestioned instances of the longer 
ending there are four equally well-established of the shorter, 
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two in the senarii, and two in anapaestic tetrameter 
catalectic— 
dua daxTvAtou pev ov eye y av bieAKvoass. 
Plut. 1036. 
ap epedcyjoas av ti TOV cavTod didrov; 
Id. 1134. 
ei pev xXalpers apvos pwvij, TaLdds pwviy éAejoas. 
Vesp. 572. 
ovK Gy dikdoas. ov yap ody viv por viKaY TOAAG SEddKyoAL. 
Id. 726. 
Now it has been proved (p. 51) that un-Attic forms are of 
frequent occurrence in anapaestic verse, and accordingly 
ehejoats and dicdoars must not be regarded as satisfactory 
evidence for the shorter ending. Besides éAejoars may well 
be a stately antiquated form used for effect if we consider 
the preceding line— 
wotep Oedv ayTiBorei pe Tpeywv Ths evOvvns arorAdoa.. 
Of the two instances from the senarii, dveAkdoats forms part 
of a proverbial phrase, and @peAjoas is put into the mouth 
of Hermes. 
Four other passages demand discussion. In Pax 405, 
where the manuscripts give— 


tO. 57) Kdtei@* tows yap av metoas eye, 
Hirschig, followed by Meineke, now reads dvameloets, but 
even if the text is right it would not support Attic usage, 


as a few lines before, Hermes, who speaks the line in 
question, utters the para-tragoedic words— 


GAN, ® per’, t7d Tod Atos dpyardvvOjoouar, 
el py TETOPHTwW TadTa Kal Aakhoopa. 
Long ago, the omission of ay in one manuscript of Nub. 776— 
eA b) / x b) n , 
OTMS aTOOTpPEYaLs GV aVTLOLKOV OiKn», 
led Brunck to conjecture— 


DN / n 
O7ws av amootpéWeias dvTiOiKOV dikny, 


‘ 
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but Meineke’s conjecture of amoorpéav dv is so manifest an 
improvement to the sense as to be almost convincing. For 
the manuscript reading of Vesp. 819g— 


Onpoov et Tas Exkouioats TO TOD AvKov 

the same scholar substitutes— 
Ojpoov ovzw *Eexopicas TO Tod Avxou, 

and Brunck proposed to omit 76 as tautological — 
Onpoov et mms Exkouioeras Tod Avxov. 


The only remaining instance need not detain us long. 
Todro cavtn Kpd£ats, in Lys. 506, is a proverbial expression, 
and loses by Meineke’s change of the optative xpégéais to 
the indicative ’xpwfas. According to Suidas the proverb was 
derived from inauspicious birds, a7’ dpvéwv tdv bvc0lwvicTwr, 
as the similar one in Plut. 369— 

ov pev oO 0 Kpe Ces’ ws euod TL KeKAOdoros, 

(ytets peradaBeir, 
refers to rovs parny Opvdrodrras ws ai Kopévat. 

There are no instances of the second person in the frag- 
ments of the other Comic poets of a good age, but the 
evidence derived from Tragic verse in support of the longer 
form is curiously even stronger that that from Comedy. 
In the three tragedians there are over twenty lines which 
require the dissyllabic inflexion!, but only two lines of 
Euripides in which the monosyllabic ending is necessary. 

If the testimony thus presented by verse is candidly 
accepted, it will be seen that although the ending -as was 
not so carefully avoided as that of the third person -a, yet 

* Aesch. Supp. 925, Yavoeas: Eum. 645, Avoeas: Soph. Ant. 244, elxdceas : 
Aj. 1322, kopndceas: 1137, KAéPeas: El. 348, éxdeiferas: Sor, mpdfeas: Tr. 
7oo, BAéperas: Phil. 1222, pdoeas. Eur. Med. 761 (ch.), mpdgecas : 1135, 
réppeas: Hipp. 345, Adfecas: 472, mpdfecas: Andr. 462, mpdgfecas: I. A. 464, 
ynueas: I. T. 505, ppdoeas: 513, ppdoeas: 1024, npdpeas: Hell. 1039, mei- 
caas: El. 620, pnviceas. The shorter form does not occur in Aeschylus or 


Sophocles, for Aéfats in Ag. 97, is merely a conjecture for Aéfao’. In Euripides 
occur, Med, 325, meioas: I. T, 1184, ohoas. 
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it savoured of antiquity, and ought, when it occurs in Attic, 
to be regarded as an anomaly allowable only in verse, and 
in the case of Comedy probably always either an intentional 
aberration from ordinary usage, or due to the introduction 
of a crystallized expression, proverbial or otherwise. 

In regard to the third person plural, the true form cannot 
be decided by the dictates of verse, for -avev has the same 
metrical value as -edy. But if the form in -eve(v) was for 
the singular the only one in use, there can be no doubt 
that -exav was the genuine plural ending. The manuscript 
authority is consistently in its favour, and when that fails 
it) must be restored in’ our texts. 

The next point to be considered is of almost equal im- 
portance. Contracted verbs are by far the most numerous 
class in Greek, and, in number at all events, equal those 
of all other classes taken together. It is accordingly 
of some moment to establish the true endings of so 
frequently occurring a mood as the present optative active. 
The following facts will be demonstrated. All verbs in 
-€m or -dm contracting to -6 have their present optative 
singular ending in -ofnv, -oins, -otn, and all verbs in -aw 
contracting to -6 have the corresponding forms in -nyp, 
-@ns, -dyn. In the dual and plural, on the contrary, Attic 
requires the shorter forms, namely, -otrov, -oirny, -otpev, 
-oire, -olev for verbs in -dw and -éw, and -@rop, -@Tnv, -OpeED, 
-Gte, -Gev for verbs in -4w. Thus the optative of rnpé (-€w) 
had from Athenian lips the forms :— 


Tnpolnv TNPOLWev 
Tnpotns TNPOLTOV TNPOLTE 
Tnpoin TnpolTnv TI POLED, 


while 6nAG (-dw) was inflected as follows— 
dnAolnv OnAotwev 
dnAolns dnAotrov dnAotre 
dnAoln dnAoirny dnAoter, 
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and 6p6 (-dw) in a similar way— 


dpanu Op@p.ev 
dpans dp@ror dpote 
dpe dparny dpmev. 


The instances of Singular forms are in Aristophanes 
peculiarly numerous, and quite sufficient to put their true 
inflexions beyond question— 


iva py otpatevour GAAG Bwvoin peévav. 
Ach. 1052. 


iva pH Bown Knplo BeBvopévor. 
Thesm. 506. 
evdaipovoins!, Tnrepo 0 ayo ppove. 
Ach. 446. 
b) / a ¢ / / 
EVOalovoins, WOTEP N pITHP TOTE. 
Id. 457. 
, no OK / / 3 , 
Ojow mputavel 7) pnKeTe Conv eyo. 
Nub. 1255. 
el EvvdoKxoin Totow GAdXows dpvEots. 
Av. 197. 
Gonep Kdtomtpov, Kata Thpolny exov. 
Nub. 752. 
Besides these, derived from iambic trimeters, there are 
three in iambic tetrameter catalectic verse, one in trochaic 
tetrameter, six in anapaestic systems, and four from other 
metres— 
ov Tadtov @ Tay é€otly, ov dv Twxparer doxoln. 
Nub. 1432. 
Hon pecotn, pnuar av Bdeva bddex eizev. 
Ran. 924. 
alaOavopevos cov mavta TpavAlCovtos 6 TL voolns. 
Nub, 1381. 


? "y ¢ 
emi ti ydp p exeidev ayes; B. tv’ axodovdoins pol. 


Av, 340. 
' So all the MSS., but Meineke adopts % oo yévorro from Athenaeus 5. 186, 


who quotes the line as from Eur. ‘Telephus.’ The Scholiast in loco has 
Karas éxoipe TyA€py KTE. 
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\ / na SN \ 5) iy re / 
kal Bacavicew ms ovxyl maAat xopov aitoin KaO éavror. 


Eq. 513. 

>) \ fal , > f ’ + / 4 / 

ETL TOV TKNTTPwWVY EKaONnT Opis pETEXwV O TL SwpodoKotn. 
Av. 510. 

6 8 ap elornke: Tov Avoixpdtn tnpGv 6 TL dwpodoKoin. 
Id. 513. 

ovTe TExUNY Gy TOV avOpdTaV ovr av codiay fedeTON. 
Plut. 511. 

x io ” af) € lal e lal x 7 / 

tls Gv ovv ein; CytetO tpeis, ws Tay dv €ywye Tovoinv. 
Vesp. 348. 

Teplt THY Kearny; py vev Conv. 
Lys. 531. 


Vesp. 278, avtiBodoin: id. 276, BovBwrvigy: Thesm. 681, 
dpon: Nub. 1387, xeCyridqy. 

Now, opposed to these twenty-one unquestioned examples 
of the dissyllabic ending, stands a solitary instance of the 
monosyllabic— 


XovTw pev av ev TroLois 

el cou TUKVOTNS evEerT 

€v T® THOT, ws Eyes, 

Eq. 1131. 

which Meineke formerly altered to «% zovolys ei muKvorns, 
but he now prefers yotrw peév ap «bd mores’ 7 oor TuKVOTHs. 
No conjecture is required, for a single instance of a form 
that was certainly possible in Tragedy occurring in Comedy 
out of the regular metres does not enfranchise that form 
as genuine Attic, or diminish the validity of our argument 
against it. Wecklein’s emendation, however, deserves re- 
mark. He considers xovrw as a corruption for kal rodro, 
and av subsequently added to restore the syllable so lost, 
the original line being — 


\ ca Ss S ta) | 
KGL TOUTO PEV EV TOLELS . 


1 Tt is strange that Veitch should have missed this solitary good instance in 
his favour as completely as he has missed the point of the general question. 
The following note to xAaiw, in his ‘Greek Verbs Irregular and Defective,’ 
proves how little can be said for the shorter forms. ‘ “‘Recte Cobetus,” says 
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There are some corruptions of the text of Aristophanes 
which throw so much light upon the question how our 
prose texts so frequently present such optatives with mono- 
syllabic singular endings, that they cannot well be passed 
over without remark. In Av. 204, Pisthetaerus, discussing 
with Epops the best means of summoning the birds to a 
conference, asks him the question— 


a fale at N aheareN t 4 
m@s ONT Gv avto’s évykahéceras ; 


to which Epops replies— 
padias. 

devpl yap écBas adtixa par és tiv Adxpypy, 
” ’ 3 / ‘\ Siew 2) , 
ETELT Gvayeipas THY Eunv anoova, 

a > / € BS a a / 
KaAotwev avtovs’ ol b€ v@v Tod Pbeypatos 
s/ 3 4 / , 
€avTep eTAaKOVTwOL GEevoovTaL dpopo. 


Even in a good manuscript like the Vatican kadoiw dy! 


Franke, “ Tragicis vogotyt et Soxotue et similia concessit, non concessit Comicis 
et Scriptoribus Atticis.” Aristophanes uses, to be sure, Boy, Thesm. 506; 
dvaBianv, Ran. 178; dpe, Thesm. 681; and Buwoin, Ach. 1052; vooins, Nub. 
1381; aitoin, Eq. 513; axodovOoins, Av. 340; but «Adon, 341; dredOoru, 
Ach. 403; mAéor, Pax 699; Séor, Lys. 1132; dao-5oinv, Nub. 118, 755, etc.; 
but émi-dorp1, Ach. 1156, etc., etc. Prose, doxoin, Thuc. 6. 34; 8. 54, but doxce, 
2. 79, 100; 3. 16; éyxetpotw’ av, Pl. Tim. 48; xoopot, Lach. 196; voot, 
Euthyd. 287; xarnyopoin, Menex. 244 (Bekk., Stallb.), but «arnyopot, Gorg. 
251; (nroinv, Epist. 318; (nrots, Prot. 327, etc., etc.’ The note proves nothing 
at all, and no one would once think of advocating a form like #Agnv, which 
Veitch takes the trouble to deny. For #Aqw never contracts or could con- 
tract to xA@, and is consequently removed from our rule. His other examples 
are equally erroneous. dméA@o.pi does not come from a contracted verb, nor does 
mAéw contract to mA@, or dé (lack) to 6@. dmodoiny and dvaBiany (leg. dvaBcoinv) 
belong at worst to a different category from contracted verbs, and we hope that 
the juxtaposition of dmodoiny and énido:ye does not prove that Veitch derives 
émiboipe in Ach. 1156 from émdidwp, a hope which his careful hyphening makes 
dangerously small. 

1 Of course such a form as «aAdoty’ dy copyists were constantly meeting in 
Tragedy, though even there it is the rarer of the two, as the following statistics 
prove. The longer forms are found — First person: Soph. O. C. 764, 
ddyoinv: Ant. 668, Oapaoinv: El. 1306, tmnperoinv: Eur. Hec. 1166, xwoiny : 
Or. 778, Spanv: 1147, env: Med. 565, ebdacpovoiny: Hipp. 1117 (ch.), ovvev- 
tuxoinv: Alc. 354, dmavrAoinv, Supp. 454, (anv: Heracl. 996, avvoxoinv: 
Hel. 770, dAyoiny : 1010, adixoinv.—r3 instances. Second person: Aesch. Agam. 
1049, dreoins: Cho, 1063 (ch.), edtvxoins: Soph, O. R. 1478, evruxoins: 
O. C. 362, karonoins: Ant. 70, pyns: Aj. 526, aivoins: El. 1090 (ch.), (yys: 
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is found, though the correct plural form remains in the 
Ravenna and others. The source of the error was the 
inability of a copyist to reconcile the plural xkadodpev with 
the preceding éoBds and drayefpas. Such ignorance, both 
of syntax and accidence, produced ‘many similar errors. 
Thus, in Vesp. 1404, the last word of the amusing lines— 


Atcwrov a70 beltvov Badi~ov® éomépas 
Opaceia cal peO¥on Tis tAdKTEL KUv. 
KaTELT E€KElvos eimEv, @ KUOV, KUO, 

el vy Al’ avti THs Kakis yAdtryns Tobey 
Tupovs Tplato cwppoveiy av por doxets, 


is altered in some manuscripts to doxois, in others to doxijs, 
both errors arising from ignorance of a well-known rule of 
Attic syntax. According to that rule, d0x6, voulgw, ofpar, 
nyobpal, TpocdoK, and similar verbs, may be followed by an 
infinitive and dv. Thus, Demosthenes begins his second 
Olynthiac with the words, ’Emi wodAAGv peév av tis ldeiv @ 
dvdpes *“AOnvator doxet pou THY Tapa TOV OeGv yryvowernyv TH 
mONEL, OVX HkLoTa 6 ev Tots Tapodor Tpdyyaor. There too 
doxot is not left unrepresented in the manuscripts. In 
Plato, Lys. 206 A, we have an instance of the corrupt form 


Eur. Phoen. 1086, evda:povoins: Med. 688, evrvxoins: Hipp. 105, evdarpovoins: ~ 
Alc. 713, Gays: 1037, evdapovoins : 1153, evTvxoins: I. T. 750, adicoins: Hel. 
619, popoins: El. 231, evdatpovoins.—16 instances. Third person: Aesch. Supp. 
1064 (ch.), droorepoin: Agam. 349, Kpatoin: Soph. O. R. 829, épBoin: O. C. 
1435, «vodoin: El. 258, 8pan: Trach. go2, dv7an: Phil. 444, é#n: Eur. Andr. 
237, éuvoixoin: I. A. 63, drwOoin.—g instances. The shorter endings occur— 
First person: Aesch. P. V. 978, vocotw dv: Soph. O. C. 507, xwpotw’ dv: Ant. 
552, wpedoiww eyw: Aj. 537, wpeAotui ce: Phil. 895, dpgp éyw: 1044, Soxotp’ 
av: Eur. Or. 1517, evoproiy éyw: Hipp. 336, cvyow av: Hel. 157, wpedotpi ce. 
—g instances. Second person: Soph. El. 1491, xwpots: Phil. 674, xwpots: Eur. 
Andr. 679, #pedois.—3 instances. Third person: Soph. O.C. 1769 (ch.) dmapxot : 
Eur. Or. 514, «vpot: Supp. 608, aipot: 897, Svatvxol: El. 1077, evrvxor: 
dvorvxot in Aesch. Agam. 1328 is only a conjecture of Blomfield’s.—5 instances. 
In all, there are in Tragedy 37 instances of the longer forms against 17 of the 
shorter; in Comedy 21 of the longer against one of the shorter, that one 
being not in the regular metres. tpevaot, which Curtius, ‘Das Verbum,’ 2. 110, 
quotes as an optative form from Ar. Pax 1076, is certainly a subjunctive, and 
in the succeeding line a humorous epicism. 
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replacing the true even in the best manuscripts. The true 
reading undoubtedly is wotds tis oby dy oor doxet Onpevtijs 
etvat; After changes of this kind were once made, and 
forms like doxot recognized as legitimate, the ulcer went on 
spreading, and copyists considered one form as good as 
another, until even undoubted forms in -fjv, like the op- 
tative of verbs in -y., were sometimes corrupted. In this 
Way émdidoiy dy and émidid0t dy are variants for the true 
émodoinv av in Plat. Legg. 913 B. The fact that all the 
best manuscripts support é7.6.60t dv in this passage indicates 
how untrustworthy all manuscript authority is, whenever 
two similar sounds come together, or when one letter or 
one set of letters is followed by another not readily to be 
distinguished from it. Accordingly, it will be observed that 
in very many of the prose instances of the shorter form in 
the third person singular, the word succeeding the optative 
begins with H, N, II, or K, as Plato, Phaedr. 276 B, zovot 
ep ois: id. 275 C, dyvowt mdr€ov: Rep. 394, emuxrxerpot 
modAAGv: Conv. 196 C, av cwdpovot kai: Thuc. 4. 105, mpoo- 
Xwpot kal. 

It is still more interesting to trace the genuine ending in 
the more considerable corruptions of the texts. Cases like 
the substitution of ianperofuny for tianperoiny in Soph. EI. 
1306, need not detain us long, but there is a very interesting 
and typical case in Plato’s Phaedo, 87 B. There ef tis 
amusto(n ait® has been altered in every manuscript to «7 
Tis amuoTGv ait, though the optative is so necessary that 
admustolin is one of the few emendations which Stallbaum 
makes. The same transcriber’s error disfigures a passage 
of Lysias, where there is a sentence without a finite verb. 
Lys. 916. 6 (33. 9), rls yap otk dy évopdv év T@ Tpds GAXjAOUS 
Toohey peyddovs abrovs yeyervnuévovs; Reisk conjectured 
évtpémoito épév, but Cobet is beyond question right in 
reading évopon, i.e. QUH for QN. 

In Antiphon, 112. 31. (1. 10) ta ph dvayxaCépevor & 
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ey émepwTG py A€youev, the manuscripts give émepwrd par 
which Reisk altered to émepwrou. Of course the true 
reading is émepwrony, i.e. QUHN for QIMH. Plato, Gorg. 
510 D, supplies us with another type, ef dpa tis évvoroesev 
ep Tatty TH TOAEL TOY véwv, Tiva dv tpdTrov éy@ péya Svvatynv 
Kal pndels pe ddixoin, aitn, ws €o1Key, advT@ Odds EOTLY KTE. 
Most manuscripts have dévxe? 7) abr, one dd.xot adr, and 
only one the genuine décxofy, atrn. This separation of the 
final letter from the rest of the word is likewise exemplified 
in Xen. Cyrop. 5. 3. 52, Kipos & eiw@y bru ext TH 66 UTO- 
pevoin, Along with éréuevo. and émevor the manuscripts 
also present us with émpévor 67}. The Attic future optative 
ending -oin is concealed in the o. 64 of a copyist who, 
ignorant of the genuine ending, severed its last letter from 
the optative and made a new word out of the tag. 

The results arrived at up to this point of the discussion 
are these. While the shorter endings were in the singular 
not altogether avoided by the antiquated dialect of Tragedy, 
the longer were the only forms used in Comedy and prose, 
and even in Tragedy were decidedly preferred. The manu- 
scripts of prose writers are on this question quite untrust- 
worthy, and must be consistently corrected. 

The future optative is a rare tense in Greek, being used 
only in two constructions, namely, either as representing 
in indirect discourse a future indicative of direct discourse, 
or with Ozws or Orws jy after verbs of striving, etc., and 
with pj or b7ws pH after verbs of fearing. Moreover in 
both these cases the future indicative is much more common. 
Accordingly, it is not surprising that there is in use only a 
single instance of the optative of a contracted future— 

émert eyo Ta Oely emnmetAno enn 
el pa pavoiny may TO Evvtvxov TaOos. 
Soph. Aj. 312. 
But the parallelism between contracted presents and con- 
tracted futures is so complete in every respect that there 
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can be no doubt as to the Attic inflexions of the latter. 
The passage of Xenophon (Cyrop. 5. 3. 52) quoted above 
is by itself valuable confirmatory evidence. Consequently 
the futures of oréAAw and BiBd wm, namely, oreAG and 8.86, 
must have had for singular optative forms the following :— 


atehoinv BiBenv 
oTeAoins BiBens 
oredoln BiBon, 


and in the same way all similar verbs must have made the 
mood in question. 

Further, the perfect active used these same endings for 
the singular of its optative mood in those comparatively 
rare cases in which the analytic form of the perfect parti- 
ciple and efjv was not preferred. Whenever the unresolved 
mood appears in verse it has the endings -o(nv, -ofys, -otn. 
The only instance in Tragedy is Soph. O. R. 840— 

eyo biddéo o° jv yap ebpeOn €ywv 

go. Tait, eywy ay exmepevyoiny 7d0os. 
In Aristoph. Ach. 940, wemooiny is found. Athenaeus 
(7. 305 B) quotes from Cratinus the line— 

tplyhn 6 ef pev edndoxoin! révOov Tivos avdpos. 
In Xenophon, Cyrop. 2. 4. 17, mpoeAnAvdoiys is found. The 
scholiast to Hom. II. 14. 241 quotes wezayolnv from Eupolis, 
which Ahrens (Dial. Dor. 330) ingeniously supposes to 
have been spoken by a Lacedaemonian in the EfAwres of 
that comic poet. 

From Plat. Parm. 140 A, ef tu rérov0e ywpis Tod ev elirat Td 
év, tAelw dv civar rerdvbor 7 ev, we see how weTovOo0ln was 
lost. Even in the line from Cratinus the y had got separated 
from the éded7jxou till Porson attached it. In Lys. 166. 39 
(23. 4), OpArjxou wapa xre., the old confusion of II with H 


' The shortening of the penultimate syllable is worth remarking, but con- 
sidering the frequency with which ot is short in mow, tovodTos, etc., this presents 
no difficulty. 


Gg 
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comes in, as in Plat. Legg. 679 B, xaOeorixou xaracraréor, 
that of K with H. 

But if the forms in -nv, -ns, -n are the true Attic optative 
endings for contracted presents and futures, they are cer- 
tainly un-Attic in all tenses of uncontracted verbs except 
the perfect. Not a single instance occurs either in Attic 
prose or verse}, and forms like rpépow, dyudproww, and AdBow, 
which are occasionally quoted as confirming their existence, 
are themselves liable to grave question. For rpédow our 
only authority is the Grammarian George Choeroboscus?, 
who was also the first to recognize the existence of the 
extraordinary perfect rérvgda. Quoting, as from Euripides, 
the line— 


dppwv av etny ei tpepow Ta Tey Tédas, 
he adds the absurd remark, cata ovyxomyv tod n amd Tod 
tpehotnv. Tpedoiny does not exist, and, if it did, it could 
not become zpédow either kata cvyxomyy or kata GhAo Tt. AS 
' Euripides wrote it, the line must have run— 


adpwv ay etnv extpépwv Ta TOV TeAas. 
The testimony of Suidas, 1. p. 144, is almost as worth- 


less as that of Choeroboscus. His words are, ‘Apdprouw 
yy Ate. / 7 fal / 
elpyke TO Gpaptout Kpativos Apatétict— 
Tlodands tpas etvar packer, & pelpakes, ovK Gv Gyaprouy ; 
kal GAws otvnbes adtois (Attikois?) 7d tovotro. No one can- 


be asked to believe in the existence of such forms on 
evidence so weak. If they never occur in the books which 


1 In Plat. Epist. 339 D, d:aBadociny is the true optative of a contracted 
future and not aorist, though even in this case the corrupt d:aBaAoty is found. 

? One learns to distrust a man whose name is chiefly associated with 
introducing rare and late forms into Classical texts. Thus it is Choeroboscus 
who, in Eur. Hec. 374, reads— 

piaAros EBadrdor, of & enAnpotoay mupar, 

when all MSS. give 6£ mAjpovow. The change of tense presents no difficulty, 
as it is extraordinarily frequent in Eur. (cp. Hec. 21 ff. and 1143-35), and 
forms like émAnpovoay never occur till post-Macedonian times, when we 
actually encounter efyooay, éoxocar, 7Ooaay, etc. 
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we possess they are not worth unearthing from the crude 
and fanciful compilations of grammarians. Still a modern 
scholar now and again lays himself open to the Athenian 
taunt, otvov mapdvtos, dos npdoOn meiv. Dindorf has in- 
troduced réuvow into Aesch. Supp. 807, and AdBouw into a 
passage of the Erechtheus of Euripides, quoted by the orator 
Lycurgus in his speech xara Aewxpdrovs, 160. 28 (102), and 
Nauck, in Eurip. Orest. 504, substituted €A@ow x7Atov for 
€XOouw HAlov. 

So much for the optative inflexions of the singular. In 
the plural it will be necessary to take a wider range and 
to discuss the optative forms, not only of contracted pre- 
sents and futures, but also of the aorists passive and of 
verbs in -. But principally from the fact that in the 
Greek drama more than two persons seldom take part in 
the dialogue at the same time, the evidence to be derived 
from verse is limited to comparatively few forms. 

Dawes, a scholar of great nerve and refinement, observed, 
long since, in his Miscellanea Critica (ed. Kidd, p. 453), 
the bearing of the testimony of verse on this question. In 
Arist. Ran. 1450— 

el TGV TOAITGY olo. viv TLoTEVoMEV 

rovrois amisthoaer, ols & ov xpopeba 

rovTowrt xpnoatperO’, tows owOeiper av 
some manuscripts read cwOelnpev dv with tows, others cwOeln- 
pev dv without tows, and others again owOGpev. The copy- 
ists were evidently at a loss to understand the Attic cwdetpev, 
and, in replacing it by the late form familiar to themselves, 
injured either the metre or the syntax. When such things 
happen in verse, the laws of which might keep transcribers 
to the point, it is not difficult to understand how the texts 
of prose writers became disfigured by forms which could be 
foisted into metre only by a scribe of some ingenuity. 

In remarking upon cw0eiyev dv Dawes says, ‘ Ut evitetur 
deinceps soloecismus, legendum statuo tows owOetper tiv 


oo 0 
G& & Z 
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(a reading since found in two manuscripts). Librarius, 
opinor, qui ista grammaticorum insomnia rupdetnror, rupbern- 
THY, TUpOe(nuev, TupOetnre, tupOetnaoarv, imberbis didicerat, 
vera, quam ignorabat, scriptura offensus in ejus locum al- 
terum istud suffecit ; nescius interim primo terminationes 
optativas, einrov, ejtnv, etc. atyrov, etc. ofntov, etc. scrip- 
toribus vere Graecis ignotas fuisse ; ac deinde voculam day 
cum forma subjunctiva, nisi cum certis itidem comitibus 
nusquam construi.’ 
The testimony of Comedy is meagre in the extreme, 
consisting only of the following forms :— 
For contracted verbs— 
oTvowTo © avdpes KamOvpotey omdEKoOdy.. 
Ar, Lys. 152. 
pat, oe Ae 
TL Gv ovy TOLOtMEV | 
B. otxicate play modu. 
Aves lyze 
eo > 4 lal / \ X\ lal ? ? , 
iva TapyUplov cGy Tapexousev Kal wy ToAEMOtTE bt avTO. 
Lys. 488. 
> a yer] 4 .¢7 
el vavuaxotey KadT ExovTEs Oftdas. 
Ran, 1440. 
/ > a er > * 3 / 2 th 
Tolav Tw ovy otoT Gy otKoiTHY” ToALY ; 
Eni 


ef Tt idole Tas AevKordras, of & lyOves otkad’ idvtes. 
Fr. Com, 2. 361 (Teleclides). 
For aorists passive— 


i , a ov: Pas hy 
TovTOLoL xpynoalwerO, iaws cweipev av. 


Ran. 1450, 
ap av ® pos Tov Oedy tyets aTmadAaxOEiTe pov; 
Vesp. 484. 


mocov Ol6ws O77 ; 
B. «i dvampicbetev diya. 
Pax 1262. 


1 Cobet reads ti oty mo@pev ; but ri occurs before a short syllable again in 
Plut. 1161, wal ri é7’ épets; and Nub. 21, ri dpeiaw; 

2 The MSS. have oixotr’ dv, which Cobet has emended. The copyists not 
unfrequently altered dual forms to plural. However, either reading serves our 
purpose. 
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And for verbs in -yu— 


7 / / > , 
ToUTwY Xaply ayTaTodoiTnL. 
Thesm. 1230. 


\ / a > 
Kat Tlves av elev ; 
B. mpéra pev Lavvuplov.- 
Fr. Com, 2.1008 (Aristoph.). 
Tragedy supplies us with a few more— 
TUAN edrvxoipev Tpds OeGv ’OdvpTLKGr. 
Aesch. Supp. 1014. 
ov yap ay Kakés 


ovd Gd exovtes (Oper, ei TepTolpeba. 


Soph. O. C. 799. 
rl dfTa rod émeyyeAGev dy Kara; 
Id. Aj. 969. 


rl dar av hpets Spdpev, el oe ¥ ev Adyous ; 

Id. Phil. 1393. 
el w exoBotey pavidow Avoojpaciy. 

Eur. Or. 270. 
évds yap ei AaBolucl edrvxotper av- 

Ib. 1172. 
Oavdrovs 7 eOnxav os dmavthotev xOovds. 

Ib. 1641. 
arAN as, TO pev peytotov, oikoiwev KadGs. 

Id. Med. 559. 
eddayovotrov GAN éxel Ta 8 evOdde. 

Ib. 1073. 
mappnota OddAdovTes olkotey TOA. 

Id. Hipp. 422. 
GAN ebrvxolryy, tin 8 ev Hyepa yapel; 

Td, I. A. 716. 

kal tour ew ebrvxoire Kal vixnpdpov. 

Tb. 1557: 
rd Aowrdv edtvxoipev GAAHAWY péTA. 

Id. I. T. 841. 
évy ddpois plpvew dmravras. 

B. pi) ovvavtgev pdvo. 

Ib, 1209. 
el 8 ebrvxotey Tpdes, ovdev iy dd. 

Id. Tro, 1007. 
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dToL voooley EVppaxor KaTacKOTOY. 

Id. Hel. 1607. 
evoaovoiper, ws TA Tpdcbe SvaTLX7). 

Id. Ion 1457. 
evdaysovoir Av obppaxov KEKTHMEVOLs 

Id. Bacch. 1343. 
evoayovotre, Kal yevo.? tyiv dowr. 

Id. Heracl. 582. 
nuiy & av etev, el Kkpatoiper, evpevets ; 

Id. El. 632. 


Aorists passive— 


pakpol Tmadaoi 7 dy petpnOetev xpovo.. 

Soph. O. R. 561. 
os 62) okOTOv AaBovTes ExowOeciper Gv; 

Eur. I. T. 1025. 
olor, dvepOdppecOa’ TGs owbeiper av ; 

Ib. 1028. 
adaveis dv dvtes odk Gv tyvnOeimer av. 

Id. Tro. 1244. 
ev @ brepyacbeir av, add’ epot mLO0d. 

Id. Heracl. 174. 


macxov Tt exapvov' dis 5 AvTNOciwev av. 


Id. Hel. 771. 
C éoriy édmis } povn cwbciper av. 
pe fh pvp owbelp 
: Ib. 815. 
GAN’ ovde phy vads eotiw 7 TwOciper av. 
Ib. 1047. 


Verbs in -pi— 


OmThpes elev ayyeAwy TeTVTpPEVOL. 
Aesch. Supp. 185. 


/ s\ ef > a] a ig 
ToUT@ pev ovTws edTvXELY dotev Oeol. 


Id. Sept. 421. 
ov Tay EdXdvTes adOis avOadotev av. 

Id. Agam. 340. 
aipiora dotev' Kel map “EAAHv@Y TwWEs. 

Id. Eum, 31. 
of mavres ev Evveiev eloael Geol. 

Soph. O. R. 275. 


Zin , ¥ Merle aS € , 
VLELS Y AploT eldetT ap OUTLX WPLOL. 


Tb. 1046. 
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Ociév pw adhwvov Thode THs apas er. 
' Id. O-C. 865. 
mabovres av Evyyvoipev jpapTnKOTEs. 
5 Id. Ant. 926. 
mod Ont dy elev ot E€vor; didacké pe. 
Id. El. 1450. 
dotév mor avtois avtizow euod Tabeiv. 
Id. Phil. 316. 
iv at Muxjvar yvoiev ) Uaaptn @ Gru. 
Moy Bay. 


\ / > 4 € , 
OOl TAVTES ELEY OL VEVAVOTOANKOTES. 
Ib. 550. 


hpeis av cipev Oarépw Kexpnwevot. 
Eur. Hipp. 349. 
se / / ° = \ val o 
@® TpeaBv, Oeot cor dotev eV Kal ToloL cots. 
Id. Andr. 750. 
@s ovre yalas 6p av exBaipev AdOpa. 
Ids He B82: 
nyiv © av elev ef kpatotwev edpevets. 
Id. El. 632. 
ov yap av EvpBaipev GAdws 7) ?7) Tots eipnpuevors. 
Id. Phoen. 590. 
And in lyrical passages dotev, Aesch. Supp. 418, and é.éo7er, 
id. 703, avrididotev, Eum. 983. 
Now, against these fifty or sixty forms there are only 
two of the longer endings to bring, namely— 
ovk 010 “Odvoced" Tay 6€ cor dpanyuev av. 
Eur. Cycl. 132. 
otk 016° dAnOn 8 ei dA€yers hainwev av. 
Id. Ion 943. 
but if the transcribers’ errors in the case of owOeiyev 
in Ar. Ran. 1450 are considered, Dawes was certainly right 
in reading ovvdpopyev dv in the former of these lines, and 
Dindorf in altering palnpev to cvpdpatvev in the latter. In 
both cases the compound verb is demanded by the context. 
The form décxolnyer, read by some in Eur. Hel. toto, is 
merely a variant for déixolny viv, and cannot for one mement 
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stand against evidence so overwhelming, especially when 


- 


the following azoéécm is considered— 
a O dpdi tipBo Tod dvedices warp, 
nuiy 68 avTos p0Oos* ddikoinv vw dv 
ei pn) AT0ddow" Kal yap av Kelvos BA€Tav, 
anédwxey Gv cor THVO exew, Ta’Tn be cE. 

One word as to the absurdity 6:6¢y. In Eur. Andr. 225 
some manuscripts read évddny for évdotny ; in Xen. Cyr. 3. 
I. 35, dens for doins; in Plato, Gorg. 481 A, 607 for d@. 
In Lysias, 105. 5, all manuscripts read 407, though a few 
lines further down peradofn has been preserved. All these 
are of course wrong, and have been replaced by the forms 
in -o. by all editors who know their business. The same 
error sometimes affects the optative of the aorists éyvwr, 
éddwv, and éBiwv. Thus, in Aesch. Supp. 215, ovyyvey 
occurs instead of cvyyvoin, and in Dem. 736 there is good 
authority for GA@yv, while the optative Buolnv, Brotns, Broly 
is always misspelt in the same utterly ridiculous way, dva- 
Bignv for dvaBiofny, appearing in Ar. Ran. 177, Bi@n for 
Buotn, in Plato, Phaed. 87 D, Gorg. 512 E, Tim. 89 C, 
ess A7g0.€. 


CCCXXVI. 


"Eproddétuc ob Keita, TO O€ Eprodorelv mapa Tivt TOV 


VEMTEPWV KOUMOAV, Olc Kai AVTOIC OD TIELGTEOV. 





This is an instructive article. The word épyodoreiv oc- 
curs in un-Attic Inscriptions, as Inscr. Aphrodis. ap. 
Boeckh, vol. 2. n. 2826. 5. Antiatticista, p. 94. 5, cites it 
from Apollodorus, to whom Phrynichus also probably re- 
fers here, and the substantive épyoddrns is encountered in 
Xenophon (Cyr. 8. 2. 5). The inference is plain. Xeno- 
phon picked épyodérns up abroad, and épyodoreiy in Apollo- 
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dorus is an early indication of the fusion of Greek dialects 
to which the Macedonian conquests gave rise. 


CECKXV II. 


"Evtéyv@c: mdvu aitidvtat TO dvoua Kal Pact TeyviKadc 
‘B ul > ‘ ‘ ' > ‘ > ” 
delv Aéretv, GAAG Kat Ausiay, ELPHKOTa EVTEYVOC, TMAPat- 


TOUVTQL. 


The adjective is of good authority in this sense, Plato, 
Legg. 10. 903 C, and there is no reason for finding fault 
with the adverb. 


> 


CCEXXVIIT: 





“Ararov’ Kat todto el Mev THY MeTOYHV elyev 


om On 
Ia 
i= 
a) 
-+ 
o 
>< 
= 


, » => ’ 3 a ‘ ‘ 
AoFwW Gv Tlvt Hv, AE€KTEOV OUV Gare, Kal Fa 


arara@yv, @c Gvede, Gvedav. 


See supra p. 215 ff. 


CCCX XIX. 


"Avaio@HTEVoal, TO WEY GvoUa avaisdHTOc SoKiuaTepoy, TO 


1 can > , ’ > > > , 
de PHUG OUKEeTL, AELSE OUV, OUK ALGAAVONAL. 


The equivalent proposed by Phrynichus would not mean 
the same thing as dvaioOnrevoua, although dvaloOnrds ely 
would. There is nothing outlandish in the rejected word, 
it only does not occur. Demosthenes, however, employed 
dvaicOnrety in 302. 3, enenelopny 8 imep euavrod, rvydov pev 


dvacOntar, bums 8 eremelounv. 
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COCK 


AvOeEKAGTOTHC, GAAOKOTOV. TO Mev OUV avOEKaGTOC KGA- 
AtoTOV 6vopla, TO d€ APG TOTO TrETIOLHUEVOY AUOEKAGTOTHC 


KLBOHAOV. 





The first instance, even of the adjective, is after the Attic 
period; Arist. Eth. Nic. 4. 7. 4, where at0éxaoros is said to 
be the mean between dda¢év and eipwy. There is no ex- 
ample of the substantive. The formation even of the 
adjective is peculiar. A similar compound might have 
been formed if the Sophoclean tavr’ émorjyn had ever 
coalesced— 


a \ »~ re et) f / 
gpivar Tov avdpa TAVT ETLOTHNS TAEMV. 
Ant. 721. 


ToUTWY exw yap TavT emLoTHUNY eye. 
Trach. 338. 


COCKE 





Tov maida tov akoAoveodvta pet adtod. Avuotac év To 
kat AvtoKpdtouc ottw TH ouvTaéel ypritar eypHv de obTwc 
> a \ > an > cad IBA \ i ' c 
eimelv, TOV GKOAOVOOC VTA GUT, Ti dv ovv Main Tic Guap- 

fs) \ sf n”n , wn , tel > > 
telv Tov Avoiav F voeevetv Katvod oyHuatoc yprictv; GAA 
émei EevikH Fi GUVOECLC, TIAVTH TAPGLTHTEG, PHTEOV SE AKO- 


Aoveelv adTa. 


The apparatus criticus will show on how slight authority 
this article is assigned to Phrynichus. At all events it is 
erroneous. However remarkable and inexplicable the con- 
struction with perd must appear to any one who has once 
learned to appreciate the unequalled precision of Attic 
modes of expression, certainly its existence cannot be 
challenged. Plato, Lach. 187 E, pera rod amarpds dxodov- 
6ov: Menex. 249 D, dxodrovder per euod: Isocr. 299 C, Trois 
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yey cépac. pet exelvwy akodovbeiv ivayKacovto, Tais dé ev- 
votas peO’ huav joav: 168 C, ots éadrav tis 6180 TAclo plo- 
Oov, per’ exelvov eh’ Huas axorovdjcovow: 91. E, a&ravras 
rovs mpdrepov pel avrav emt Tovs GAdovs akodovodvras: Lys. 
193. 18, ta vn Ta per’ adtod dxoovdjcavra: Xenophon 
has ovv, An. 7. 5. 3, Tots otpatnyots Swpod ot ody euot 7)- 
kodovOnoav. The speech of Lysias referred to in the 
article has not come down to us, but the same words are 
cited by Antiatticista, p. 82. 21. 

In the Sway. AcE. xpno. 308. 3 there is an excellent note 
on this point: ’AxoAovelv per? adtod' ott ovvtdccovew oi 
> AAAS: . yb} a Se \ \ , c/ t 
Arrixol avti Tod akodovdety ait@. Kal yap Avotas ovTw ke- 
xpnrar Kal T1Adrwv* GAA kal ’Apiotopayns év TlAovtT@ Enov, 

oe | “ / \ Pads 
not, per euod, madapiov" kal Mevavdpos— 
/ > c lal b) ‘\ e > > a 
vikn peO Hpav edvpevns Emour’ ael 
kav TH [lapaxarabixn— 
ovvakorovde: eO Hyder, 


pnolv. 
ECCXXXEM: 





Biwtikdv’ GHdrc Hi A€ELc. A€re OV ypHotov Ev TH Blw 





‘Biwrixds primum offenditur apud Aristot. H. A. 10. 16, 
hoc est in ea parte libri, quae plurima continet affectata et 
inusitate posita, non illa vulgari significatione, sed pro B.op7- 
xavos s. evBtoros; tum saepissime apud Philonem, Dio- 
dorum, Polybium, et Plutarchum. Vulgatissimum est 
xpetar Biwtixal, Philo de V. M. 3. 677 A; Diod. 2. 29, 
Artemid. 1. 31, quas elegantius Strabo, 4. 14. 35, Tas rob 
Blov xpetas dixit. Lobeck. 


CCCXXXITII. 


Bovvoc’ Aveta A maven tHe “Artiktic: Kat rap avtoc 6 
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XPHGauevoc TH OvouaTt, ouveic Eévwc KEypH}iévoc, GHpal- 
VETAL DC AoaPac diarerouevoc. eimdvtToc Fé p Ttvoc— 
Bouvov émi TaUTH KaTAAGB@V Gvw Tid. 
O TMpocdiadAerouevoc, ov ovveic TO E€vov tod svouatoc, 
@Hot— 
Tic €6@ 6 Bouvvoc; tva capac cov pavedve. 
ev b€ TH ZUPakOUGIG TOLHOEL KAO@"LAHTAL. GAN Ov TIPOc- 
lerat 6 “AOHvaioc try dAAodaTHy didAeELv. Stov fap 
CVETIULKTOC KAI GYpavToc PovAETaL pevetv THE GAAHC ‘ EAAG- 
doc, AtoAéwv A€pw@ Kai Awpiéwy kai *lavev, ToUT@y pev Kal 
OUTFeVv OVTWY, GYOAH fF dv GOdKiMOV ULEOBAPBapov TpdG- 
EITO @WVHY" 6 0 OtV KeypHUEvoc TH Bovvoc Ovdyatt PiAH- 


UV €GTIV, Elc TOV TAC véac KMMWwdtac. 


It is strange that this article, one of the most carefully 
written of the whole book, is not found at all in the 
manuscripts, in the edition of Callierges, or in Phavorinus. 
A fact like this proves the impossibility of settling the text 
of Phrynichus with even approximate accuracy. 

Eustathius, on Il. 11. 710, has preserved a valuable tes-_ 
timony: AtAvos Avovicios A€yér STL Didjpov emicK@enTer TO 
évopa ws BdpBapov. The additional words, €repor 6€, dre 
Bovvov év NdO@ as otvnbes TiOnow, GAdoTe b€ Os EeviKdy em- 
oxénmTe, may possibly rest upon a misunderstanding of the 
passage referred to by Phrynichus, although in that case 
there should be another &AAore before és ctvnes. Herodotus, 
in 4. 199, states that a portion of the territory of Cyrene 
went by the name of fovvot, and they say that the term is 
still used in that district. The name of the favoured re- 
gion, which produced the cidgiov and d6ads Kupnvaixos, 
would naturally become known at an early date in the 
wealthy commercial city of Syracuse, and Bovvés may have 
been naturalised there sooner than in other places, espe- 
cially as the people of Cyrene were, like the Syracusans, 
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of Dorian race. Its presence in the Common dialect may, 
however, be most easily accounted for by the proximity of 
Alexandria to Cyrene. 

The word must have been at least intelligible to the 
Athenians or Aeschylus would not have ventured to em- 
ploy Bots as an adjective in Supp. 117, 129. 176. He 
had himself become familiarised with the noun in his 
Sicilian sojourn. 


COCKXXIY. 





Movevaetioo ofta tivéc TO HOAUVOYTa TapaTTetv A€roust. 


Ki EoTL OUGYEpeC. GTOppiTTE oOUV Ka TOUTO. 





There is a povOvActw or dvOvAedw in Greek, but it is not 
used in this sense. The edition of Nufiez is the only 
authority for this article, and perhaps it has not preserved 
the original hand. Probably cdrrew should replace rapdr- 
TEL. 

Athenaeus, 2. 49 F, quotes from Alexis— 


 onAqv onrov pepovbodEvpevor, 
but dv@vAedw is much more common. 
vdpkny pev ovv, as pac, avOvdevpéevny 
omTav bAnv. 
Alexis, ap. Ath. 7. 314 D; 
GAAG Tas pev TevOldas 
Ta mrEeptyt a’Tav ovvTeu@v oTeatiov 
pikpov tapapitas, Tepitdoas ovopaow 
AetTolo1 yAwpois, ovOvAEvCA. 
Id. ap. id. 326 D. 
doteiov Epbi) Tevdls avOvdAEvpern. 
Sotades, ap. Ath. 7. 293 B. 


pera Taita yaotplov tis @vOvdevpévov. 
Athenio, ap. Ath. 14. 661 B, 
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rapatiOnw dAocx epi 
apy és pécov ovuntuktov, ovOvdrcvpévov. 
Diphilus, ap. Ath. 383 F. 
Taxvds @vOvdEvpevos oTéatL SiKeAikG. 
Id. ap. Plut. Vit. Nic. 1. 
Perhaps, even in the first passage, Dobree was right in 
restoring @vOvAevpevov— 


Cpe + / HS) if 
eopakas 70n TOOT ETKEVATHEVOV 


4 x Fol 5) b] x >’ / 
NVVETpOV 7 OTAHY OTTOV wVOvAEvpEVOD. 


If connected at all with dv@os, the Homeric synonym of 
kémpos, it is certainly not formed directly from it (see p. 
128). The meaning is evidently ‘¢o stuff’ Is Phrynichus 
(if it was he who wrote the article) finding fault with some 
signification different from this, or is Td woddvovta Taparrew 
corrupt, and the initial mu alone reprehended ? 


CEOOVOOWE 





BoABitov OAtrot Tivec Aéfouct TOv *ATTLK@Y, GAAG TOUTOU 


SOKIL@TEPOV TO BOALTOV Gveuv Tod devTEepou B. 


The tribrach is the only form known in Attic poetry— 


la a / 
év maou BoAdlros* eira vuvl Tod déeu; 
Ar. Ach. 1026. 


Kdywy ote dy *yvwv Tols Bodlrois HTTNpEVOS. 
Eq. 658. 


vi) Tov Tloowei6G, kal Boditiwov Oarepov. 
Ran. 295. 


In none of these lines could the dactylic spelling stand 
any more than in the line of Cratinus— . 


ovk GAAG BodiTa yAwPA KeoTeTHY TaTEiy" 


into which the Schol. on Ar. Lys. 575 introduces BdABira. 
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CECXXXVI 





Forrusuoc Kat rorrtyetv? TavTa ddoKIa uév OvK €orTIy, 
*lakd d€. Paxvdtduv rap oda KEYPHHEVOV GUT@ TOV MiAti- 
s1ov, Gvdpa TaAAaLOV cpodpa— 

kal TOde Pakvardéw: ypri TOL TOV ETAlpov ETAIPw 
Ppovtiveiv Goo Gv meptrorrtwywst TIOAITGL. 
GAAG TOOTO Nev “lwsiv d@eicbw, Huetc d€ TOVOpucLOV Kat 
Tovepueetv A€rwpev, H VH Aia cbv TO 0, Tovdopucpov Kat 


TOVOOPUZELV. 





The rejected words are found chiefly in the Septuagint 
and the New Testament: John 7. 12; Luke, Acts 6. 1; 
1 Peter 4. 10; Matt. 22. 11, etc. Antiatticista, however, 
quotes the substantive from the New Comedy, p. 87, 
Toyyvopos dvtt rod rovOopvopod ’Avagavédpions Nnpet. 


CCX VIL. 





Abyu dv ev ToOTO UTOTAaKTLKOV H, €av dvv@mat, Edy 


duvH, OpOdc A€reTau édv d€ OptotikKac LOA Tic, dUVH 


TOOTO MpGEat, ody bridc dv TiWElH” ypH rap A€retv dUva- 


Gat TOUTO TpPGEat. 





It is impossible that d¢vaca should ever contract to dvvn, 
although é%va would be a natural and legitimate form. 
The latter, however, is not mentioned by Phrynichus, who 
here contents himself with giving the more frequent dvvaoa. 
There is, however, no question that dvvaca: and dvva were 
both in use in Attic Greek, just as émloraca and éniora, 
énlaraco and énlotw, avicraco and advictw, aniotaco and 
jnlorm were employed indifferently. It is a singular fact 
that if alpha was the former of the two vowels between 


ve 
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which a sigma came, the rule by which such an intervocal 
sigma was dropped and contraction took place at once 
ceased to be absolute. Thus, BiBdow and Bip6, Bidoopwa 
and Bidpat, KoAdoowat and KoAGpat were equally pure Attic, 
although forms like dzoAé€ow for a7oAG, dudoopnat for duodpat 
were quite unknown. This fact explains the existence of two 
sets of forms for the second person singular of the present 
and imperfect indicative, and the present imperative of de- 
ponent verbs, and middle or passive voices in -ayar. This 
class of verbs is small, being made up in the Attic dialect of 
ddvapyat, eurimrAapat, eunizpaya, Kpepapyat, the aoristic émpid- 
ynv, enlorapat, and the simple toraya with its compounds, 
for neither pdpvayat nor cKidvayar was in use among Athen- 
ians. The testimony of verse with regard to these words 
is as follows :— 


Av’vaca, Ar. Ach. 291 (chor.), Nub. 811 (chor.), Plut. 
574; Soph. Aj. 1164 (chor.). 

dvva, Soph. Phil. 849 (chor.). 

novve, Philippides, ap. Ath. 15. 700 E. 

’Extoraca, Ar. Eq. 689 (chor.); Aesch. P. V. 374, 982, 
Supp. 917; Soph. El. 629, Trach. 484, Ant. 402; Eur. 
Med. 400, 406, 537, Alc. 62, H. F. 346; Alexis, ap. 
Ath. 7. 322 D, id. ap. Ath. 9. 386 A. 

éntora, Aesch. Eum. 86, 581. 

énioraco, Aesch. P. V. 840, 967; Soph. O. R. 848, Ant. 
305, Aj. 979, 1080, 1370, 1379, O. C. 1584; Eur. Andr. 
431, Ion 650. 

érlotw, Soph. Phil. 419, 567, 1240, 1325, O. R. 658, Trach. 
182, 616, 1035. 

nnlaotaco, El. 394, Aj. 1134. 

nmiorw, Eur. H. F. 344. 

torw, Ar. Eccl. 737; Soph. Phil. 893, Aj. 775; Cratinus, 
Fr. Com. 2. 151. 

avictaco, Ar. Vesp. 286 (chor.), 998, Thesm. 236, 643, 
Lys. 929; Eur. Hec. 499. 


4 
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‘aviorw, Aesch. Eum. 133, 141. 
émpiw, Ar. Vesp. 1431; Fr. Com. 2. 1030 (12). 
mptw, Ar. Ach. 34. 35; Hegemon, ap. Ath. 3. 108 C. 

These instances are all undisputed, but there is some 
question about the form of dvvaya: to be read in one pas- 
sage of Aeschylus, two of Sophocles, and two of Euripides. 
In Aesch. Cho. 374 the Medicean manuscript exhibits the 
unintelligible line— 

pelCova dwvet? 6 duvaca yap, 
which Hermann corrected to— 

pelCova pwvets’ Svvaca yap’ 
others prefer ddvva yap. 

As to Soph. O. R. 696, dvva, the reading of the Lauren- 
tian, is nothing more nor less than évva, and the line should 
be printed— 

taviv & evTopmos, el dvva, yevod. 
The other three lines prove that the caution of Phrynichus, 
presupposing as it does that in his time 6vvy was regarded as 
an indicative second person singular, was not uncalled for— 
ovTH Kat juap ov dvva podety TOTE ; 
Soph. Phil. 798. 
dpas 6 ovdev juas eb, Kax@s boov diva; 
Eur. Hec. 253. 
av 6 ov A€yets ye, Spas b€ pw els doov dvva. 
Andr. 239. 
The manuscripts have only évvn to offer. 

The case of ézpidpnv is difficult, as there is no instance of 
éxplaco or mplaco in Attic verse, as the imperative in Ar. 
Ach, 870 comes from the lips of a Boeotian— 

GAN ef tu BotvrAEr tplaco TGV eyo épa, 
but kpévapar, eurlmpapa, and eunlmAapa are all in like 
straits, and the futures of many verbs are equally uncertain. 

The above facts, however, warrant us in asserting that 

Hh 
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the uncontracted forms of these three inflexions were far 
more numerous than the contracted. In verse indeed they 
are in the ratio of three to two, and if manuscripts are to 
be trusted they are still more numerous in prose. 

The case is parallel to that of syncopated perfects active 
like dede.mvyKéval, and dedermvdvat, TeOvEews and TeOvnKes, and 
of adjectives comparative like mAeloves and waAclovs, peiCova 
and pei(m. Neither the contracted nor the full form would 
have been resented by an Athenian audience, but usage 
made prominent sometimes the one, sometimes the other, 
in a way often difficult to determine. For us it is sufficient 
to ascertain the general rule, and to disregard the niceties 
of detail as facts which no ingenuity can with certainty 
extort from a dead language, so delicately organized as 
Attic was, and so mutilated as it has been by time and 
unholy hands. 

In Homer three sets of forms occur, full like foracat, 
intermediate like tcrao, and contracted like éxpépyo. 


COCO Nie 





“Qpk@ce kal OpKwtHe 0 Era obtw Kpativdc @Hat. 


uGdAov be did TOG w Are Hi OL TOC L, WpKtoev. 





As a statement of usage this is meritorious, but dpki¢@ 
was naturally good Attic, even if more rare than 6px6. The 
study of Greek would become absurd if prosecuted in such 
a slavish manner. The point at which every true scholar 
must aim is to be able to identify himself with the Athe- 
nians of the best age, and acquire, as far as may be, the 
same fine sense of language which they possessed. 

Demosthenes employs both words in one passage, 430. 
21 ff. od 7d pev Wipioua Tovs dpxovTas bpKxobdyv Tovs ev Tals 
TOhEoLV, OUTOL O€, os PidiaTos adTots TpooeTEue, ToOUTOUS 
wpxioav ; It is of course open to anyone to say that dpxicap 


THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 467 


is a corruption of dpxwcay, the aorist being selected for 
remark by Phrynichus as the most easily altered tense ; 
but there is no doubt about Dem. 235 fin. od« dv opxiouen 
avrov, even if dpxicar madAw adrdv in 678, 5 is, like dépxucay, 
corrupt. 


CCC XX MI. 


Eikeppateiv dHdéc mdvu. Hdtota & dv eltotc ebrropely 


KEPHATOV, 





On the other hand, Photius cites it from Eubulus: Ev- 


tal ' Ev rN Wire / mn iD. - , 
keppateiy' EvBovdos Tov KexpynTat TO OvoyaTt. 


CEEXL. 





> ca \ ely te ed ’ 2 r ie) ' 
Eviauoiaiov kai Tobe Guotov éott TH Atovustatov, KiBOH- 


Aov. Aéfe OUV TeyTEGUAAGBac Eviatctav, wc Atovuotov. 





In late writers the extended form occurs with some 
frequency, but to Attic it is of course unknown. 


CECXET. 





"EEGAAGEGL, TO TéEpyar Kal Tapararelv etc evppocvvuy, 
PUAGTTOMEVOV ypH oUTo A€reiv ot rap ypavrTat ot SéKimot, 


Pidtinmiduc dé Kai Mévavdpoc avTm@ ypovTat. 


There is a good note on this use of éfaAdrtw in Antiatt. 
Bekk. 96. 1: ’EfadAdéau' as ?AdeEavdpets avril rod répwat. 


Mévavopos— dvOpwrov e€addd€opev * 


*"EfadAdypata’ *Avatavépléns Oncei— 
mapbévor malCovor mpos edddp e€addAdypara. 
1 Cp, Suidas—EfadaAdgau' dv7i rod répya. Meévavipos— 
dvOpwnov éfadrdAdfopev 


xakbv Ti oo SwoorrTa, 


Hha2 
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Heraclitus, the late writer Ilepi dmicrwyv, seems also to have 
used the verb in this sense, p. 70, otre depois e£ahAayivat, 
and Parthenius the substantive, 24. 1, todroy efadAdypact 


ToAXols rayoevos. 


CCEX EM. 





> 


Eveyuptuata ovdeic THyv doKipay elTev (el d€ TOV HUEAH- 


wévav, ov ppovric ‘ImoKaeiou), Evexupa de. 





As in Article 169, Phrynichus uses the proverb od dpov- 
tls ‘Inmoxdelén to sum up his scholarly disregard of 
any accidental exception to a general rule, but Thomas 
ludicrously misconstrues his meaning (p. 309), TO 6€ évexupt- 
paiov A€yew, Os “Inmoxdeldns, dddxyov. It is but one proof 
out of many that, as an independent authority, Thomas is of 
little value. 


CEOCE EI: 


"ExAeiyac GddKiUov, GAAG TO EKALTIOV. 





This question has already been discussed on p. 217. 


CCCXETN.. 





XPHOTOC TA HOH TAHOUVTLKM@C MUAGTTOV. ol rap SoKtmor 


Evik@c pact ypHotOc TO HOOC. 








By the side of this general rule may be set the other, that 
when the adjective is in the plural, that is, when such and such 
a quality is predicated of more than one person, the plural 
of 700s is regularly used, as Isocr. 147 fin. rovs yap modAods 
Tots 10ecw amoBalvew dpolovs dvdyky, ev ols av ExaoTo. TaL- 
devo: Plato, Rep. 7. 535 B, yevvatovs te kal BAoovpods Ta 
70n. These rules apply, of course, only to 740s in the sense 
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of character, natural disposition, Latin indoles. Of 70 in 
the sense of manners, Latin mores, the use is unfettered. 

In the case of tpdéros no such distinction is made, Attic 
writers employing not only ypnords Tov tpdmov and xpyorol 
Tovs tporous, but also xpyoros rovs tpdzovs and xpnorol tov 
TpOTov. 


CGCXEV. 


Ovpedc: trode “Ounpoc Emi Aleou TLOHGLV GvTi BUpac THY 
Kpelav mapéyovtoc, ot d€ MOAAOL GvTi THc Gomidoc TLOEGCLV, 
ovdévoc TOV dokitwy Kal Gpyaiov ypHoauévov. YpH ovv 


Gomioa A€retv. 





Od. 9. 240, of the door-stone of the Cyclops’ cave— 

avtap eneir eméOnke Oupedv péyav too’ delpas, 

oBpysov. 
So 313, 340. Dionysius, Arch. Rom. 4. 16, translates clypeus 
by domus, scutum by Ovpeds, and Polybius uses the latter word 
of the national shield of the Romans in 6. 23. 2; 10. 13. 2, 
but also of the Gauls in 2. 30. 3; cp. Athen. 6. 273 F, oi 
‘Pwpato. rapa Savvitdv eyabov Ovpeod xphow, Tapa dé 1 B/pwv 
yatowv. There is no instance of the meaning of shzeld 
before Polybius, as in Callixenus, ap. Ath. 5. 196 F, the 
signification of the word is uncertain. 


CECXLVT. 





Atovuceiov: amaidevtoy otto Aéretv, O€0v Bpayvvetv THY 
61 GUAAGBHV: ol rap ékteivovtec Tapa THY THv *ATTIKaV 
' ‘ ‘ 3 > ’ > a 
OLGAEKTOV A€fousl. YpH OUV Aptatopavet aKOAOUBOLVTaC 

Aéretv, €v rap ta THpa pHoi— 
A. tic dv ppdoete, m0 “ott TO Atovusiov ; 


B. drov Td MOpHoAuKEia TIPOGKPEMavvUTA. 


The edition of Nufiez is the only authority for this article, 
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and I have not scrupled to correct the unmeaning Avovdcvoy 
to Avovvoctov. Suidas gives the general canon: ’AOjvaov 
étt ‘“Atroh\A@viov Bpaxéws, TO tepdv Tod >ATéAAwVOS. OUTH Kal 
mapa Oovkvdloyn avayvwctéov' kal Tloveddviov 7d tod Tloce- 
dévos, os *AOHvatoy, TO THs "AOnvas, kab Arovdorov, kat Anur- 
Tplov, Kal TavTAa TA ToLadTa duovdpws Tots avdpwvuptKots’ TO be 


Tloceidaveiov djArov bt. Awpiéwy eoriv. 


CECGXE Vite 





Ovy olov Oprigomat, KiBdHAOV ésydTwc. UdALGTAa GuapTa- 
veTal €V TH FedaTTH, OVY Olov Kai UH Olov AefovTay, OTEP 
OU LOvOV TH GdoKiuw GMOBAHTOV GAAG Kat TH HYG CHDdEC, 


A€retv 0€ YpH, ov OHTOU, UH SHTIOU. 








Nufiez, quoted apparently with approbation by Lobeck, 
errs in considering the phrase év tH tjeda77 to refer to the 
native country of Phrynichus, Bithynia, or, in larger sense, 
Asia. Asin Herodian, 1. 11, it signifies the Roman Empire. 
There seems to be no example of this use of odx ofov in 
Greek literature. Even the Antiatticist, who evidently 
wrote with a copy of Phrynichus before him (if this article is 
by Phrynichus), does not venture directly to contradict him 
here, but suggests another equivalent for the rejected ex- 
pression : Ody ofov dpiCopat (lege dpytCopat), odx ofoy GAloKw (sic) 


Kal Ta Omota, od O€ TOAD aTEXw TOd dplCecOa (lege dpyicerOar). 


CEC XEVLT. 


Oikiac deatdtTHc AeKTéov, oby dc “AAEELC, OLKODEGTIOTHC. 





Pollux, who is by no means a purist, agrees with Phry- 


nichus, 10. 21, GAAd py TO KoLVOTaTov TovTt Kal maAdAov TeE- 
) ) 1) - 


1 i.e. ok “AOnvaior. 
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OpvAdnpevov Tov oixodeoToTnY, Kal THY olkodé€oTOLVaY OK aTO- 
, > v c SS Mv INA 4 4 \ 
dexopar pev Tovvopa. ws b€ ExeELs Eldevar pynvd@ cor STL Kal 
a ” eo b} an fol , \ > _ 
TadTa apdw evpov ev Oeavods ths Uvbayopov yuvarkos émiaroAH 
mpos Tiysaperay ypadeton. 6 d€ oixodeardrns Eo. Kal Ad€ELdos 


3 7 
ev Tapartivoss. 


BCCXLLS 





“OvduTotobv uH Aére, GAAG SoOKipwC SvTLVOCY. 








Lobeck, however, cites from Demosthenes a form of 
words comparable with that reprehended here, roio. 15, 
Tm O€ TovTwy pytpt TlAayydéw emAnoiacey Svtiwa SyTor odv 
TpoTOV. ov yap éuov Toro déyetv earl, and in Aeschines, 23. 
29, da0dnToTOdr itself is exhibited by one manuscript, Aeyérw 
6€ TwapeAPay 6 codos Barados trép avrod, wv cldGuev Th ToT’ 
€pet* “dvdpes dixaotal, euicOdoatd pe Eraipeiy ailt@ apyuplov 
doticdnmoroiy’’ (ovdév yap diapeper otras elpnoOa). For 
such exceptions Phrynichus would have had his favourite 
answer—ov ¢povris “Imzox\eidn, as he would have treated 
with even more contempt those from late writers. 


ECEL: 








TIpds@atov’ kai mepit ToUTOU TOAAHY dtaTpLBHy éTrotHod- 
UHy émiskoTIOUpeEvoc El dvov AéfeTat Tpos@patoc veKpoc Kai 
UH TIpPdopatov mparua. ebpisketo d€ ZopokAfic év TA ’Av- 
dpoéda tiBeic of ta— 


MHOEV MOBEIGVE TIPOGMPaTOUC ETIGTOAAC. 


In the line of Sophocles I have preferred oeicde, the 
reading of Callierges, to the infinitive @oBeicOa of Nufiez. 
The meaning, of which it took Phrynichus so long to 
discover a solitary instance, is after all not uncommon even 


in prose, as Dem. 551. 13, Ta ddixnyara €wra ra TovTMY ws 
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tuas Kal Woxpa adixveira, tov 8 dAov Huov Exacros ... 
mpoaparos xpiverar: Lysias, 151. 5, éru ths dpyhs obons Tpoo~ 
parov. Perhaps in both these passages, and certainly in the 
former, the metaphor is still crisp. Alexis applies the word 
to fish— 

ov dewdv ort, mpoopdrovs pev av royn 


TwWA@Y Tis ixOds KTE. ; 
Ap. Ath, 6. 225 F. 


CCCIEE 





Tropa emi vexpod rreeacw ot viv, of dé &pyaior ovy 


obTac, GAA TT@UATA vekpay A OLKay. 





In Attic literature sréya, with the signification of ‘ carcase,’ 
seems to be confined to poetry, and in that of ‘ruins, does 
not happen to occur at all. The rule of Phrynichus is 
absolute— 

‘Edévyns TG ldav év aiwarr. 
Eur. Or. 1196. 


*EreokAéous TTadpya. 
Phoeniss. 1697. 


TTOMATA VEKPOV TPLOTOV. 
Heracl. 1490. 


In Aesch. Supp. 662— 

pnd emxwplous vv 

mTépaow aipatioa, médov yas, 
the lost word may be a genitive dependent upon mrépacw, 
and if it is a nominative, like pus or ordovs, and the subject 
of aiparioa, there is still no necessity to render arépa, 
‘carcase, but it may be translated ‘downfall,’ the plural 
being used as of many. In any case, a single exception in 
a lyrical passage is of little moment. 

According to Harpocration, the expression arépara 

éhaéy occurred in Lysias, but the lexicographer leaves 
the meaning doubtful: Urépara édady' Avolas év 76 Kare 


THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 473 


Nixtdov' A€you Gv iro. Tov KapTov Tov aToTETTMKOTA TOV Tov 
} avTa Ta d€vdpa Kara Tiva TUXNY TETTMKOTA. 

In late Greek aréya is frequently met with in the sense 
of ‘dead body,’ as Plut. Alexandr. ch. 33, of te tpoxou tov 
appdtewv diehavyovto, cvvelxovto, TTOpaow Tepppyevot ToToUTOLSs, 
of te tmmoe catadapBavopevor Kal amoxpuTTopevor TO TAOEL 
Tov vexpov. In that of ‘ruins’ it is less frequent, but still 
found—Polyb. 16. 31. 8; Aristid. 1. 546, etc. 


CCCI: 


Tlepistacic dyti rot cuupopd TiWEaGIW ot GTWLKO! @PLAd- 
Sopot, ot 8 Gpyaiot mepistaciv A€fovot THY dia Tiva Tdpa- 
YOv Tapousciay TMAHGouc, kal H Tparwdia Kal He K~@p@modia, 
udasoic © dv THAeKAEldOou A€fovtoc @de— 


Tic FIDE KPQUFH Kai O6uMV TEpPloTaolC ; 





This line of Teleclides is the only passage of Attic Greek 
preserved in which zepioraoi1s has the meaning commended 
by Phrynichus, in fact the only passage in which the word 
occurs, although it is extraordinarily common in late Greek. 
The meaning, however, is natural and forcible, and is sup- 
ported by certain uses of the corresponding verbal adjective, 
Isocr. 135 E, dvti pev rod tipacbar KaradppovnOnoopevos, avti 
6€ tod meplotatos tnd TdvTwy bv dpeTnV eivat TeplBAETTOS 
€ \ lal > fal > Iowa / , Ld val 
ind Tov aitay enl Kkaxla yevnoopevos: id. 288, rats Oav- 

/ tal OX \ , / id A \ lol , / 
patoroulas Tats ovdev pev wpedovoais, v0 6€ TOV avonTwY 


TMEpLaTaTous yiyVvopevois. 


CCEEIEE 


Tlapeupodri detec Makedovikdv’ Katto. évAv Tw oTpato- 


Tédm ypHodat, TAEiota Kai SoKipG SVTL 
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GCOLI. 


Zampav ot MoAAoL avTi Too aloypdv. Oé€av @uoiv o rpap» 
UATLKOC EDPHKévat Tapa Pepekpdret, AHpOv, GmavtTa rap a 
pépet paptupia émt To madaiod Kal GeoHTOTOC eUpHTat 


KElueva. 








‘Vitii a Phrynicho reprehensi exemplum apertissimum 
est in Compar. Philist. et Menand. p. 363— 
campas yuvatkas 6 TpoTos evpopdpovs ToLet 
TOAV ye Staeper TEuVOTns Evpopdias. 


Lobeck. 
CCELYV 


LTouata él TOV @viov dvdpaddwv, Oloyv GHUATA Tw- 


AEiTAL OU ypavtat Ol Gpyatot. 


Pollux will show how this statement has to be taken, 3. 
78, cdpara 8 ands ovk dy eizois, GAG SotAG oSyata. Thus 
limited the rule holds true of Attic, Dem. 480. 10, tpurx ida 
8 aiyuddwra copata dbp ityaye: Aeschin. 14. 18, otros 8 ef 
py pyno. TeTmpakévar, TA oHpara TOp olkeTOv eupavn TapacxEerOu. 
It should be compared with that in article 351. 

The late use may be exemplified by Polyb. 3. 17. 10, 


KUplos yevouevos XpnudTov TOAAGY Kal TopaT@Y Kal KaTATKEDTS. 


CCCENEE 


Td mpdcwra Tapfiv Gupdtepa’ ot Gui Tac dikac pHtopec 
obT® A€éfovot Taparatovtec. GAAG Gt Kaeapdc Kal dpyatoc 
» / ‘ ‘ ' > \ 

OV PHTMP Kat WOvoc META fF Ekelvouc, Tove du@i Tov Anjto- 


OGévHV Agr, ETTavGrwy eEic TO Gpyatov oyAUa Kal ddKiMov 
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tiv GHTOPLKHV, Oo} pdvov abTdC duGyEpaivay ovderTaroTE 
éypHicw TH dvcuart, GAAG Kai TOUC GAAOUC éK@AUGAC ypH- 
GaGbat, EEEAAHVi2@V KGL GTTLKIZ@OV TO BAGLALKOV diKaoTHpLoV 
Kat SiddckaAoc KaOLGTaLLEVOC OV HOVOV AVT@V Tv Adrov, 
olov Y¥pH A€relv, GYHuaToc Kat BAéumatoc Kat MavAc Kat 
oTdcewc. Totrapody ce THv perisTav aEt@cavtec ot Pa- 
uaiwv Bactreic, dvédecav Ta “EAAHvov dmavta mpdruata 
dtolkeiv, TApLdpucduEvor PLAGKA EMUTOIC, AOTW HEV ETTLGTOAE 
Gtogrivavtec, éprw d€ cuveprov EAduEvot Tc BactAeElac, GANG 
TaOTA Mev KGL AUVOLC. 

Ta d€ Tpdcmma, Oc TpoKeEtTal, ovK Epotptev, GAAG KAOG= 


TEP Ol TAAGLOL, Olov, KAAOV EXEL TIPOG@TIOV. 





This article, though unquestionably genuine, has little 
extrinsic authority. 

‘Hane vitiosam loquendi consuetudinem quodammodo 
praeparaverunt poeticae circumlocutiones. ’Apetas tpdcwmov, 
Eur. I. A. 1090, jovyias mpéowmov, Ar. Av. 1322, dehinc 
pro homine ipso, quatenus aliquam personam sustinet 
Aristot. Rhet. 2. 517, et Epicur. Stob. Ecl. 1. 218, et 
innumeris Polybii, Dionysii, aliorumque locis. ékeiva ra 
mpdcwna, ili, Longin. 14. 56. OndAvKov mpdowrov, Artem. 
2. 36, et saepissime apud jurisconsultos Graecos.’ Lobeck. 


CCCLVEE 





_ Zrpuvidy. tovTm eyproavto ot thc véac Kappdtac TIOLHTAL, 


@ ov8 dv paveic Tic ypricatto, Tapov A€retv TpuPay. 


The verb is first met with in the middle Comedy— 
ané\avoa ToAAGY Kal KaAGv ebecpdTwr 
mov TE TpoTmdces TpEls lows 7) TéTTapas 
5) / Bt \ / 
éoTpnviov Tws, KaTAaBEBPHKS TiTLA 


4 , / / 
tows €AedavTwy TETTApwD. 
Antiphanes, ap, Ath, 3.127 D, 
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XopracOnoopa. 

vm tov Ardvecor, dvdpes, }5n oTPNVLG. 
Sophilus, ap, Ath. 3. 100 A. 
In neither of these passages is it a synonym of rtpudé, but 
expresses the fighting-cock feeling of a man who has just 
risen from a hearty meal. zpyvi6 is from the same root as 
the Latin ‘strenuus ;’ and if the statement of Pollux may be 
trusted (2.112), that Callias used the compound orpyvddwvos, 
‘loud-voiced,’ the root was: known in Classical Greek at 
an early date. 


CECCEVITs: 





Zvarpoc ov pHTeov’ Gv Grptov ot &pyator A€rouot. 








Athenaeus (9. 401) gives the history of cvaypos. Sophocles 

used it in the legitimate sense of ‘ boar-hunter ’— 

av 6, ® ovaype, Uyndwwrixdy tpédos* 
but Antiphanes is the first writer cited as attaching to it 
the signification ‘wild boar ’— 

AaBov émavadéw ovaypov els tiv olkiav 

THS VUKTOS avTHs, Kal A€ovTa, Kal AUKov. 
In Sicily it went by the name of doyédmpos, and that was 
one of the Sicilian words which appeared in the works of 
Aeschylus after his Sicilian sojourn: AtoyvdAos yodv ev 
Popkior, Taperkacwv Tov Hepcéa To aypiw rovt@ ovi, pnotv— 

éiv 6 és dvtpov acxébwpos ds. 
Similar compounds, as absurd as ovaypos for ots dyptos, are 
instanced by Lobeck, atyaypos, Boaypos, immaypos, évaypos, 
and others a little more natural, dypidxorpos, dypidpvides, and 


ayp.oxnvdpia. 


CECI 





Zurrv@povAicar ov ypH A€retv GAAG ourrv@vat. 
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‘Opoyrwpoveiv is the only verb from an adjective in 
-yvépev which has any authority: Thuc. 2. 97; Dem. 281. 
21. Xenophon, as the first writer in the Common dialect, em- 
ployed airoyvwpovetiv, Hell. 7. 3. 6, and duxoyvapoveiv, Mem. 
2.6.21,and might have employed peyadoyvapoveiv, épIoyve- 
poveiy, or any other such form. It is another proof of the 
spuriousness of the speech Kara ’Apuoroyetrovos that pvovo- 
yvepoveiv occurs in its pages, Dem. 799. 21, kal kat’ dvdpa 
els €xactoy tov mapidvta BAepovta, Kal hvovoyvapovicover 


Tovs amoWnpioapEevovs. 


CCCI: 








ZitomeTpetobar MH Are. AUWY O Epeic GITOV PEeTpEGOat. 





In Attic Greek oiroperpeiv could bear only one meaning, 
viz. ‘to hold the office of oiropérpys. Such a use as is seen 
in Polyb. 6. 39. 13 was quite impossible, ovrowerpodvrar & 


c s ‘ lot > a / / / / / 
of pev meCol, TupGv ATTLKOD predipvou OVO pEpN PaALOTA TS. 


CECI: 





TrHObviov SpyiGiov A€fouct Tivec ory bridc, el Pap \XpH 
« A U ! ' > ? oe) ” c 
UTOoKoOptoTikHc A€retv, Aépe GTHOLOLoV’ el O OUVK EoTIv UTTO- 
KOpLoTIKOV, TOHEV EloeKmaGE Kal TOOTO TO KaKOV TH TOV 


“EAAHvo@v povi; 





Phrynichus, if the article is his, is no doubt right, but 
otnOié.ov does not happen to occur in Greek literature, 
whereas ornOvviov does— 


nvlyew Te Taxéwv apvlwy ornOvvia. 
Eubulus!, ap. Ath. 2. 65 C. 


Diminutives in -dviov are a late formation. It is notorious 
that, as Greek aged, many words were altogether replaced 
by diminutives formed from them in more or less legitimate 


ways. 
1 Also attributed to Ephippus in Ath, 9. 370 C. 
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CCCLXCIE. 





“Yrrepdpuwuc’ ere Umepoopoc Kai Umepdpimve aELodat 
Tivec Aéreltv. AefovTa@v Oo el Kal Ol Gpyator Kal Ol OdKipot 


Aéroucty, el d€ UH, EWVTOV Yalpelv TO UTTEpdptmuc, 





There is no reason why one should not use t7épdpyus. 
If Greek were to be studied on the principle which under- 
lies this article, it would be impossible to learn it, and the 
attempt to acquire any knowledge of the language would 
bring little profit to the student. The edition of Nuiiez 
is almost the only authority for the remark. 


CCCEXITE 





Puradeboat kal puradeveHvar EmtoKeyewe TOAAHC d€ITAL, 
el érKptTéoy TOUVvoNa Toic doKipotc. el TOlvuy eUpolc, Be- 


BALWGEIC TO AUMPLoBHTOU[MEVOV. 





The verb is used not only by Xenophon, but also by 
more trustworthy writers: Xen. Hell. 2. 3. 42, 2. 4. 14, 
5. 4. 19; Isocr. 179 B, Xiwpy d€ rods pév TpeTovs TGV TOALTOY ~ 
épvyddevcav: Dem. 1018. 10, eis "Apevov mdyov pe mpoceka- 
Aécaro, ws puyadetowr ek Tis TOAews: Aristophon, ap. Ath. 
13. 563 B— 

detp avroyv epvyddevoay ws uas KaTo. 
It does no credit to the styles in which it occurs, being a 
sross violation of the law of parsimony, but its existence in 
Attic is beyond question. This article is exhibited only 
by Nufiez. 
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CE GILL, 





Ppovimevecdat ut Aere, Ppovetv dé Ta OvTa. 








Callierges confuses this article with 367, neither 365 nor 
366 appearing in his alphabetical arrangement: ®povimeve- 
oOar pr) A€ye, GAAG xprjoipov yeverOar. 

The verb only occurs here. 


SE CIO: 


XHMH" TOGEV GveulyOH TH T@v “EAArivwv @PwvA, GdHAov. 


ol rap apyator KoryUAHV Aéroust TotTO. 


The word is probably good enough. ‘In quaestionibus 
naturalibus usus ejus multiplex est neque inconcessus: 
Acelian, H. An. 14. 22, 15. 12: Artemid.’2. 14: Xenocr. 
de Aquat. 18. 31: Ionem, Philyllium, Apollodorum, 
Hicesium testatur Athenaeus, 3. 86 C. F., go. A. E., 93 AY’ 
Lobeck. 


CECA E. 


> ‘ ‘ , » > ‘ n 
Emtyetudgetc oautov Mévavdpoc etpHkev émi tod 
Aumreiy, Kai “AdcEavdpeic duoiwc. metotéov d€ Toic dokt- 


Holc, TOIc MH Elddct TOUVOLG. 





In English we can say, ‘do not distress yourself, as well 
as ‘a ship in distress ;’ but perhaps the metaphor is the 
converse of the Greek one, and ‘ distress’ used of ships to 
be compared with Caesar’s employment of contumelia in 
describing the serviceable sea-going qualities of the Ar- 
morican navy, B. G. 3. 13, ‘naves totae factae ex robore 
ad quamvis vim et contumeliam (rough usage) perferen- 
dam. 
Greek language underwent after the Macedonian conquests, 


> 


Be this as it may, of all the changes which the 
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few are more observable than the growing freedom in the use 
of metaphors. Metaphors, which to an Attic ear were out of 
place except in Tragedy, and even in Tragedy were often 
strangely condensed, assumed, in writers like Menander, an 
easy and natural expression, befitting the Comic sock. | 
Anaxandrides will supply an example of the natural 
freshness which Comedy could bring to a faded Tragic 
metaphor. Euripides had said in El. 1076— 

povny 6€ TacGv oid éyd o “EXAnvidwr, 

ei pev Ta Tpowv edrvxol, Kexapwevny, 

ei & Hooov etn, cvvvepotoay oppara. 
In Anaxandrides, Ath. 1. 34 D, the metaphor has a modern 
freedom of movement— 

éav Aovonobe viv 

padpavov Te ToAAY evTpaynte, TavoeTE 

TO Bapos, SiacKedaTe TO Tpocdy vov vEedos 

emt TOD TpoTeTOV. 

By comparing Latin of the silver age with that of the Re- 
publican or Augustan times it will be seen that a similar 
change in the genius of the language has taken place, and 
that the enlargement of view which was produced by the 
consolidation of the Roman world-empire changed the 
Roman language from an ancient into a modern tongue. 

The expression émiyewdcers cavtov is merely an everyday 
equivalent of many phrases of tragedy in which yemdacw 
takes part, and which any lexicon will supply. 


CCCLXVIE 





XpHotwedGar MH A€re, GAA YPHolUov rEevecoat. 





The veto is just. The addition of ypyowedw to verbs in 
-evw (see art. 3) is even more uncalled for than dvyadeda, 
and is not sanctioned by any good writer. 
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CCECEXVITI. 








“Eoxatwc eyet Emi TOO MoyOHpac Eyet Kal GPaAEpac TaT- 
TOUGLV OL GUPMakeEc, H d€ TOC EaydtTwc YpAcic, oloea, Emi TOO 
akKpou Napa Toic apyatoic voulkeTat, EsyadTwc TOVHPOS, 


EGXATMC PLACGOMOc. diarpantéov ovyv kai ToOTO. 





_ The phrase écxdrws éxew is rightly cancelled. It does 
not appear till late. Good writers avoid the adverb, even 
in the sense permitted by Phrynichus; no instance of 
which is known except in Xenophon, An. 2. 6. I, éoydtws 
giro7eAeuos. As we found him employing even the super- 
lative é€oxardrara (see p. 144), his authority will not count 
against the absence of the adverb from Plato, and the 
Orators, and all Comedy except Menander. Photius, 


°Eoxatws’ axkpws, Mévavdpos ‘ poBoitpar & écyadtas.’ 


CECE XIX. 





Xpe@AuTAGat A€ret 0 TOAUC, 6 de “ATTLKOC Ta ypea 


O1adAUGaceat. 








Xpeodvreiv.and all similar compounds of xpéos, are late: 
Xpeodorety, xpeokoTeiy, xpewperderns, xpeworeiv, etc. 

As late formations they naturally were spelt with omi- 
cron, not omega, except when the second part of the com- 
pound began with a vowel. The coalescing of o+o0 into 
w» may be compared with that of €+o into w in wevrépudos, 
mevtopvyos, etc. Herodn. Epim. p. 207, ra mapa rod ypéos 
ovyKelpeva 61a TOU oO pLKpod ypdpovTal, pécov éxovTa TO oO puKpoV 
olov xpEeoKoTG@, xpeouTG, xpeoboTd, xpeokorla, xypeoAvola, xpeo- 
docia, kal Ta Gpota. 

It is, however, possible that Phrynichus wrote yxpewAvreip, 
as a naif hit at would-be Atticists. 

li 
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CEC 





Xpéwec: *“AttikOc dv gatvoro Kai EmtpeAric et did TOG w 
MerdAou ypé@c A€retc. GU MeV ovy TH GeauTod TIOAULLABLG 
Tov *Aptctopdvuy dia Tod o édeikvvec TO ypéoc ev Taic 
érépatc Nepédatc eimdvta— 

aTap TL ypéoc EBa pe heTa Tov Tlactav; 


EoiKe OE TAPMOHKC EipHKEvat StoTIEp OD YPHOTEOV AUTO. 








The address to Cornelianus in this article is to be com- 
pared with that in article 203, as both show that the two 
scholars were in the habit of discussing together doubtful 
points of Atticism. The line of the Clouds has been 
already considered on p. 48. 

On the authority of Phrynichus and Moeris (p. 403). 
xpeos ought probably to be regarded as due to a copyist’s 
error when encountered in Attic texts, as in Plato, Polit. 
267 A, Legs. 12. 958 B, Isocr: 402 Cand (Wenmegeiee: 
In Demosthenes the best manuscripts generally exhibit 
the form in omega, as 900.14; 988. 24; 1019. 23; 1040.19; 
although in the last instance even Paris S has fallen to the 
level of the worst codices and presents ypéos. The genitive 
and dative must shift for themselves, as there is really no 
evidence as to the Attic form of either. In Dem. 1189. 25 
the best manuscripts read ypéws as genitive, but the speech 
is spurious, and in Lys. 148. 31, xpeovs seems to be best 
supported. As for the dative it does not occur once. 
Similarly in the plural, only two forms are known, but, 
unlike those of the singular, they are undisputed, xpéa 
being used for the nominative, accusative, and vocative, 
and xpeov for the genitive— 

ov & ovy Kd0evie’ Ta 6& yxpea Tat icf Gri. 
Ar. Nub. 39. 

& viv ddetdw bia oé, TovTMY TOV xpEar. 
ope a7 
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ECELX XT 





PiA0AOsFoc O PiA@y Adfouc Kai GTOvddewv TrEpt Tratdelav: 
ot d€ viv Emi Tod Eureipov TLWEGoLV OdK GpOAc. Ta MEvTOL 
EMIAOAOFHGG KAL MPLAODAOP Kal MavTa Ta pHuaTa Ta MeTO- 


yika addoKwua. 
Whether intentionally or by mistake Callierges printed 


pirdcodos for PiAddoyos, and placed Ta pévrou kre. under the 
letter T. The Paris manuscript omits the whole article. 


CECT. 





\ , 


Tivt dtapéepet TOde Kat TOdE; Od ypH ObTH A€éretv KATA 


' 


OOTIKHY TITMotv, GAAG TL dia@epet, Kaba Kat AHMoGeEvHC 


gual’ ti dSovAov fi EAEUOEpOV Etvat dtagéepet; 








This rule holds without exception in Attic, but apart 
from this one phrase the dative was quite legitimate. Plato, 
Euth. 4 E, ot6€ rw dv diadhépo. Evdvppwv tév TorAdOY avOpd- 
mov: Rep. 5. 469 C, drw Kai mavti diadéper TO eldecOa. 
From Aristotle onwards the dative encroached upon the 
accusative in ri dvapéper; as Arist. Part. An. 4. 8 fin., rive 


biaeper TA Gppeva Tav OndreLav ; 


CECLAAITE 





Térevye tipfic, TéTevye TOO okoTION WH Aére, GAN avr 
GUTOD TH OOKiUG YP@ TETUXHKE. 
The instance of the trisyllabic form cited by Veitch from 
Dem. 21. 150 (563. 11) is only a variant foolishly preferred 
1i2 
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by Bekker to the genuine rerevxnxoés. It occurs, however, 
unquestioned in Menander, Monostich. 44— 
apxis TeTevxos to. radrns dgvos, 
in Macho ap. Ath. 13. 581 (35)—- 
avrov pev aiodvra pi TEeTEVvXEVAL, 


and in late writers generally. 


CCCLXSIVE 





ZrTpopidov ol ev MOAAOL TO @smdutov A€fousct Kal AvVTO 
TO dévdpov. ot 8 apyator THY Biatov Too avEnou elAHGLV Kal 
GUGTPOMHV GTPOBLAOV KaAOUOL Kal GTPOBLAFiodL TO GUGTPEWAt. 
obtwc otv Kai ftv pHTéov, TO be EOMdiNoV TTU@V KAPTTOC, 
kai T6 dévdpov TriTuc. Kal rap MiTUOc TO EKKEKOKIGHEVOY ETL 
Kal vov KéKKwVa A€fouGtv OL TIOAAOL dpOac, Kai fap ZOAwWY 
év TOIC TOLHMaGLY OUTW YpHTat. 


Kéxk@vac GAAoc, &tepoc o€ GHGOaLG, 





There are many variations in the different manuscripts 
and editions, Laurentian A cvotpoBioa 7d cvotpéya, and 
B and Nufiez svotpoBirjoa 7o otpéyar. Moreover for kat 
yap airvos Td éxxexoxiopevov éru xe. all have kat ydp €éore 
mitvs TO @KKEKOKLOPEVOV" ETL KTE. 

The same caution reappears in App. Soph. 63. 27, =rpo- 
BiAdos* THv Tod dvéyov svotpopyy, ovX @s of viv Tov KapTov 
trav mitvev. Uddtov cal petapopixGs Kéxpntar emi @dqs KLO- 
apwdikhs, Todd exovons Tov Tdpaxoy: cp. Galen, vol. II. 158 
D, Kéxkados in’ aitod (Hippocrates) AcAeypévos ovx otras, 
GANG KGvos paddAov tind Tov TaraGv “EAAijvev @vopndceTo, 
xabdnep td TGV vewrépwr iatpdv oXédov andvrwv oTpdPiros : 
id. 13. 527 C, obs viv dravres “EAAnves dvopdCover otpofidous, 


ro méAaL 8& Tapa Tots ’AtTiKols éxadosvTo kGvo.. With the 
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replacement of xévos by the picturesque orpdéB8.A0s may be 
compared that of GAuddes by KoAvpSddes discussed in art. 
94. The words from kat yap to the end may well be a 
spurious addition made by some one who happened to 
have heard xéxxwy so used by the vulgar. The remark is 
awkwardly introduced, and contradicts 76 6 e6@dysov Titov 
kapzos. There is no reason for assigning to kéxkwy in 
Solon’s iambics the meaning of o7pdB.d0os, ‘the edible 
kernel of a pine-cone,’ 


CECUXXY. 





DurKaTaBaivelvy Elc Tac GkKéwelc, GuPKaTaBaivelv eic dt- 
daGKaAIaC PH ElTHC, GAAG GuUrKablévat Kal GUPKaeAKey eic TO 


TIaIZEiv H €ic GAAO Tt. 


The use of the Latin descendere, almost in the sense of 
‘condescend, is well-known. In Attic that meaning was 
represented by ovyxa6.évai, either transitively with éuavrdr, 
éavror, etc., or intransitively and in late Greek by ovyxara- 
Baivew. The original notion as suggested by ovyxaraBatvew 
els 6usacKadlas was of course ‘to descend with one’s adver- 
sary on to the ground selected for a trial of strength.’ 
The following passages will illustrate the usage: Plato, 
Theaet. 168 B, éay ody euol relOn, ob dvoperGs odd paxnti- 
K@s, GAN Trew TH Siavola cvyKabiels ws GANOGs oKéer th TwoTE 
A€youev: Rep. 8. 563 A, cal ddrws of pev véour mperBurépors 
ameikdCovrat Kal draytAAGvTat Kal év Adyous Kal ev Epyous, ot be 
yépovres svyxabévtes Tots véows ed’tpameAlas Te Kal xapvevtic- 
pod éunlrdayra, puuotpevor Tovs véovs. In his dictionary to 
Polybius, Schweighaeuser cites SuvyxaraBaivew els wav, 3. 10. 
1; 7.4.3: els rov brép trav bAwv kivdvvor, 3. 89. 8; 5. 66. 7: 
els 6Ao7 x Epi] Kplow, 3. 90. 5; 3. 108. 7: els ra TGy ToAEuLwY Tpo- 


, . / ‘ a 4% ‘ 
repyyata, 4.11. 9: els Tovs kara pépos UTep Tis biadvaews Adyous, 
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5. 67. 3: els mdvra Ta piddvOpwra, 5. 66. 2: eis pdpovs Kal 
ovvOnkas, 4. 45. 4. 


CCCEXXVEE 








Zkvipoc KATA Siapeopay ot TOAAOL A€fOUGL TOV FALGXpoV 
Kal LLKpOTTpeTH TepL Ta GvaAMMaTAa, OL O Apyatot okviTra 
A > \ a“ U a 2 Ke ' fal ‘ 
KaAobotv amd ToC OHpLdiov Tob Ev Tolc EVAoIc TOO KaTa 


Bpayv avtTad KAaTEGOIOVTOC. 





Moeris 387 implies that not only the form but the mean- 
of oxvipds was un-Attic, pevdwdrol ’ArtixGs, oxvidol Kowor. 
As a matter of fact the word occurs in Attic only in the 
proverb oxvi é€v xépa; which Zenobius, 5. 35, thus ex- 
plains, émi TOy raxéws peraTndévT@r 1 Taposta eipnrar’ oKvi 
yap éott Onpid.ov Evropdyov, awd TdTov eis TOTOV peTaTNdOV 


peuyntar tavTns Stparris. 


COCCE XY tik 








LTAUVIA OL Lev AUabEIC ETL TOV GWIdOWV TaTTOVOLY, Ol 


0 dpyaiot Emi TOV OlVHPGv arrelov. 





‘Praeter Hesychium: ’Apis, orapvlov, Gloss. matula orap- 
viov exponentes, et Lex. Rhet. Bekk. p. 217: ’*Apvidas 
(duidas s. Attice duidas) ra ocrapvia Anuoobevns (c. Conon. 
1257), nullum novimus hujus vitii consortem.’ Lobeck. 


COOLER RV ITT 


ZUGYOAGGTAC EGYATWC GVATTIKOV. YPH S€ GUUMOLTHTAC 


AEfetv. 


Xenophon might perhaps have used cvcyxodaoris, as he 
actually anticipates the late application of cyoAd¢w in 
Symp. 4. 43, Swxpdres cxoAd Cov Sinuepevov. 
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COCCEXXITX 


Ztpapartete GddKiLLov' oTPHUATOdEsLOC GpyYatov Kai SoKipov. 


Aére oUv Kai GpoevikHc Kal OvdETEpadc. 


The name ozpwyareds came to be applied to the orpw- 
patodecnos, the bag into which orpépmara and otpwparteds 
were packed. In Attic orpwyateds means a ‘ coverlet’ or 
*counterpane,’ in late Greek ‘a bag for otpéyara or blankets.’ 
This strange perversion of meaning is also noted by Pollux, 
7. 19, in enumerating dyyeia, eis & xaréOevto Tas eobiras. 
oTpapdrodeopa, Tad’ of vedtTepor oTpwpaTeis €Aeyov, ev ols ws 


s Acc o SS 7 2) / 
Pév TO Ovoya OnAOt TA OTpOpaTa aTeETiOeEDTO. 


€CCL XX 





EvypHotetv amoppuyov Aére be Ktypavat. 


There seems to be no instance of this euphemism in 
Greek literature, ‘to be of service to,’ instead of ‘to lend 
to.’ Even in its ordinary meaning the verb is unknown to 
Classical Greek. 


CCCE XXXL 





“Padtepov MH A€re GAAG Pov’ GUrKPLTLKOV rap ourKpt- 


TiKOC OUK EoTIV, Olov el Tic Aérot KPEtooOTEpov. 





As the correct drwy (see art. 186) gave rise to the 
absurdity orois, so from the neuter comparative paoy sprang 
the nonsensical pdos, pdws, and padrepov. 


CCCLX XXII. 


“Pup Kai toOTo ot pev’A@Hvator emi thc 6pufic eribecav, 
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ol dé vov Guabetc Emi TOO Gtevwrod. doKel Sé uot Kal todTo 
LLAKEOOVIKOV Elva. GAAG GTEVOTIOV KQAEIV \pH, pUUHv de 


THY OpLHV. 





Instances of the Attic use are these: Thuc. 2. 76, 
n 5€ SoKos pin eurintovca: Dem. 546 fin., TH pvpn THs Opyns 
Kal THs UBpews Tov Mevdlov: Ar. Eccl. 4, tpoye ydp édadels 
Kepapixns piyns amo: Thuc. 7. 70, tH pev TpOTH pUpn em- 
TA€ovTEs ekpdrouv THY TeTayyevov vedv. The late meaning is 
well-known from the New Test., e.g. Luke, Acts 9. 11, 
dvaotas TopevOnte em tiv pvunv THY Kadovuerny EvOciay. The 
former meaning strengthens the explanation of picecbar 
given on p. 11, while that of ‘street’ or ‘lane’ must have 
existed long before the Common dialect in many a corner 
of Greece, where pvec@a: also may have retained much of 
its early sense of draw. Cp. Lat. ducere murum, ducere 
sulcum. 


CCELXXXEE 





Apwrakizetv dddKiuiov, &pyatov dé TO TapaTiAAecoat 


nn an 
H TILTTOUGOAL. 





Perhaps the Atticist goes too far here. A new art, even 
if it be of the toilet, often necessitates a new name, and it 
is conceivable that there was a measurable difference be- 
tween 6pwraxioyos and airrwo.s, as there certainly was 
between dpwraxicpyds and rapariApmds, the latter being ap- 
plicable to any depilation, the other only to that in which 
some sort of paste was used. Galen, however, seems to 
have considered éparaxicyds and rittwois interchangeable 
terms, but he was a Jenner, not a Rimmel: vol. 12. 103, 
4 / / fy >) s / BN \ , 
doa b€ Tia TOTE Elo. TITTHWTA Pdppaka 7) dpwHaKLoTAa voncers 
>] / / XN / / Z b] / s, 
akovoas miTTay Kat dpomaKka Kal oor €yew e€€oTtw KabdriTeEp 
Xx ” > \ >) / / , , \ 
av BovdynOys; ov yap artikiCew diddoKe mpoKElTal jou TOUS 


veous. 
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As a matter of fact mirrotc@a is as unknown to Attic as 
dpwraxicew, but the compound xaramitrotv is employed, 
both in its direct sense of cover with pitch, and metaphori- 
cally as the opposite of kataxpucoby. 


CeCe eX IN: 





TrépMvuda ol ev TOAAOL TA TOV BoTPU@Y EKTLEGHATA 


auad@c: ot & *ATTIKOL GTENMMUAG EAaay, 





Athenaeus makes the same statement, 2. 56, "A@nvator 
6& Tas TeTpYpevas eAdas oTeupvdAa EexdAoury, BpiTea bE TA ip 


Hpiv oreppvdra, Ta exTecpata Tis oTapvdAts. 


CECT XOCAY. 





TlevtaetHpikoc Grav Kal TIEVTGETHPiC HH A€re, GAN AMatpav 


TO C TIEVTETHPIC KL TEVTETHPLKOC Groovy. 





The evidence, both of metre and Inscriptions, supports 
Phrynichus in this article, which, like many more, estab- 
lishes a particular point upon which a general rule may be 
fairly based. As false analogy with émraddkrvAos and dexa- 
édxtvAos corrupted the corresponding compound of dxro 
from 6xtwddkTvAos to déxraddxtvdos, so false analogy with 
the late émraérns and dexaérns produced the extraordinary 
forms mevraétns, Twevtaernpls, etc. It is true that in the 
only line of Comedy in which zevrérns occurs the metre 
allows of it being spelt as a quadrisyllable— 

abrar pev elor mevrérers’ yedoar haar. 
Ar. Ach, 188. 
but the following lines, which establish the shorter forms 
of similar compounds of ééxa and wévre, establish a fortiori 
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that spelling of the compounds of mévre which Phrynichus 
commands— 
domep pe dveKdpnoev ovoaY EmTETLY. 
Ar. Thesm. 480. 
av 8 dAda Tacdl Tas bexéTers yedoar AaBav. 
Ach. 191. 
TO yvoya yotv BéBAnKev ws ovo’ EnTérns. 
Comic. Anon. ap. Eustathium, 1404. 61. 

To the same effect is the testimony of stone records: 
‘Tlévre in compositione servatur, non mutatur in evra: 
vide v.c. I. 322, ubi est mevrérovs, mevtemddaota. *OxTw- 
ddaxTvAos, similia constanter, non dxraddktvdos, v. c. T. N. 
XIV. e. 104, 185, C. 1. A. I. 321. 28. 39255 emmesien: 

In prose texts the longer forms of compounds of xév7e, 
éxra, and déka, and the shorter of 6x76 must unflinchingly 
be removed in favour of those which the genius of the 
Attic language or, in other words, common sense, the 
evidence of verse, and the record of stone monuments, 
prove to have been the only forms known to the Athen- 
ians. The general principle thus established, namely that 
in compounds of cardinal numerals the original form of 
the numeral is as far as possible retained, is further illus- 
trated in the two articles which follow next, which call for 
no remark. 


CCCLXXXVI. 





TlevtduiHvov, TevTdmHyU jleTdOEC TO  Elc TO €, TEVTEMHVOV- 


AEf@V Kal TEVTETTHYU. 





CECE XX XY Tr 





‘E€dmuyv Kal é€aétHc’ Kai évtedoev dpaipricetc TO a, 
éEmuyy Kai €€étHc Kal EkrAeupov. TobTo rap Kat tatpoi 


Erravopsodvrat, ExmrAeApov A€rovTec Kal OK EEaTrAEOPoOV. 





THE NEW PHRYNICHUS. 491 


In Laurentian A, the Paris manuscript, and in Callierges, 
these two articles appear condensed into one. It seems 
impossible to formulate a reasonable canon as to when é€ 
or €« should be used in the compounds of @€. 


COCEOCCY Tie 





Tlepteomdo6uv A€rousi Ttivec Emi TOO ev GoyoAia revecbat, 
TIGEVTEC TIGVU KIBOHA@C: TO Pap TeptoTayv Kai TEptoTTaoebat 
émi TOO Mapatpelv Kai TApatpEelobat TaTTOVoLV ot Kpyatot. 


dé€0v OUV GoyoAoc Hy Aérevy. 





This markedly late use of wepiomac8ar occurs in a well- 
known passage of St. Luke, 10. 40, 7 6 Mdp0a mepreamaro 


Teplt TOAAHY Svakoviar. 


CCCrxX RT 





Tlopvokérioc’ obtw Mévavopoc, ot & apyatot mopvétpiy 


A€fouoty. 


COCXC 





Aveaproc: obta Mévavopoc, ot 8 apyatot Aduvator ém- 


t n e \ ’ 
AHGLOVG KGAOLOLV, OlC KGL TTELGTEOV. 








COCK Cr. 





Mesoropetv: Kai todto Mévavopoc, ovbdev ETIBAAAWY FYpHC 


TOIC OvOuaolV, GAAG TaVTA Mupov. 





Though resting on the authority only of Nuhez’ edition 
there can be little question about the genuineness of this 
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article: ‘Inter reliqua composita evOvmopetv, BpadvTopety, 
LakpoTopetv, @kuTopety, etc. sunt quaedam satis antiqua, sed 
totum genus ab oratoribus atticis non admodum probatum 
videtur.’ Lobeck. 


CEOXCIT 





Fipoc’ Kat tobto Mévavopoc tiv KOAALGTHY TOV Kaw 
dLdv TOV EavTod, Tov MicorUvHy, KATEKHALOWGEV ElTTMy, TI 


rap oH popdéc Eottv ov ovVIH}tt. 





Lobeck thinks that the words of Menander were quoted, 
but Nufiez, who alone has preserved this remark, has failed 
to preserve the passage. Though the substantive first appears 
in Menander, the Homeric adjective yupés, ‘round,’ indicates 
as the source from which yipos entered the Common dialect 
one or other of the Greek dialects less prominent in litera- 
ture. Even the adjective, though freely used in late Greek, 
has for classical authority only one passage of Homer— 

yvpos ev @poicw, MeAavdxpoos, ovAoKapyvos. 
Od. Ig. 246. 
The Latin ‘gyrus’ bears testimony to the prevalence of 
the substantive in post-Macedonian times. 


CCCXCIIE 





ZUooHMov’ ovy Opa wa Tov “HpaKkdéa Tl Td&oxouGLV ot 
tov Mévavopov wérav Grovtec Kat aipovtec tmep To ‘EAAH- 
vikOv diay. Old Ti d€ Gavudoac Exo; STL TA AKpa TaV 
“EAAHv@v Opa WaVIKC Tept TOV KMUwdoTIOLOV TOCTOY GTTOU- 
Od20VTA—TIPWTIGTOV Mev Ev TrALOELA MEfiGTOy GEt@pa atrdv- 
Tov EyovTd o€ Kal did TOTO EK TPOKPITWV ATOMaveevTa 


UTO TOV BAGLAEMY ETIGTOAEA GUTMyv, EmetTa EUVTEPA TINH 
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Aetmouevov TOAU TAC GAC TapaskeuAc, ELeTagdputevov Y Ev ToIc 
“EdAnHot, Badgov toy dd TpdAdeav, oc etc ToOTO TpOeuULtac 
Kai @avuatoc Fiket Mevavdpouv, wate kai Anocbevouc 
éueives eryetpetv Gmogaivety Ov A€fovTa jecorTopeiv Kai 
ripoc Kai AHBaproc Kai GUGGHMOV Kal TOpvoKOTTOS Kal Oya- 
VLAGHOC Kai Oywvtov Kai dUoptroc Kal GAAG KiBOHAG avapts- 
MHTG GUaeA, Ta adTa d€ Gol Kai BaABw TeTovedTa Kai 
Fariavey Tov 2wpvatoy pHropa, Gvdpa gHAMTHY KaL EPAGTHV 
Tfic otic Ev Taidela MUAOKGAIaC. are ov GTa@c AUCH MoU 
THY év TH ToLdde ducyYEpEla TMV HTwWV GToplav. ov fap 
Tepioyesbal ce Hroduat Eprinac d6MAdvTa Gov Ta TraLdiKG 


Mévavopov. 





This, the longest continuous piece of writing from the 
pen of Phrynichus, proves that in his time the writing of 
Greek was a lost art. Granted that Menander used words 
and constructions unknown to Attic, yet his Greek was his 
own, easy, graceful, and elegant, not like that of his critic, 
a cumbrous and clumsy imitation of good models. In 
short, the one is Greek and the other is not. 

The late origin of ciconyov, dyorior, and dyewviacpds is 
unquestioned, but Pollux, 4. 186, states that évepuyos was 
used by Aristophanes. Perhaps in the original article 
which discussed évcpiyos, Phrynichus was able to show that 
Menander used the word incorrectly. As it is, there are 
no data to go upon. In Hdt. 5. 10, and Aristot. H. An. 8. 
25, 605%. 20 it bears the meaning, ‘ unable to bear cold.’ 


CCEXCIY. 


Oikodoun ob Aéretat, dvr avrod d€ olkodduHG. 


The rejected word is for Attic, and indeed for all Classical 
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Greek, an impossible formation. The subjoined table will 
recall the normal family relationships of words like olxodépos. 








Oixoddpos 
see, ee Ree 
olKodOpLKOS olKodopety 
para ie 
oiKooopnots olkodopia olkoddunua. 
COCKY, 





Kar ovap- TloAéu@v 6 “lavikdoc coptotHc AHnuoobévouc 

a cer > ' 6 2 > ~ mn 2 U 
TOU PHTOPOC ELKOVa YAAKHV Ev AokAHTILOO TOO Ev Tleprapw 
n UJ > ' > , > ’ ' 
TH Muoia avabeic, émerpayev Eemippaypa Towvoe AHMOG- 
6évH Tlataviéa Modéuwv kat ovap, ddoKkitwrdta To 
KOT Ovap ypHodevoc. Womep rap kas bap ov A€rerat, 
GAN trap, obtTwc ode KAT Ovap, GAA’ FiTOL Ovap ida@y Hi EE 
dveipov Oyewc, OUT@C Apa LErLoTOV EoTLY GvOUaTaV Fvaoic’ 


Strov re OH Kai TA Gkpa Tav “EAAHV@v TTAlovTa OpaTat. 





A similar mistake has already been considered on 
Art. 104. 


CCCXCVE 





Metpicetv’ tTobto ol pev Gpyatot €mlt TOU Ta GUUBaivovTa 
peTpiaoc pépety TLWEact, Mévavopoc & Emi Tod dobevely Tapa 


THY TOV OOKIL@V YpHolv. 





The Paris manuscript here differs from the others and from 
the editions, not only substituting ra cuppépovra yevvaiws for 
Ta ovpBatvovta peTtpiws, but in a way unusual with it, append- 
ing a whole clause, ov 6€ éi Tod icoy eivar Kal pi bmepBddAew 
pre TH GAaCovela pte TH Tavewodoe. Late medical writers 
sometimes assign to petpid(w the sense of ‘am fairly well, 
as Aelian H. An. 9. 15, 6 petpidoa boxav mddw e&anrerar eis 


> 


ddvvnv, but the signification ‘am unwell’ is very rare indeed, 
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e.g. as var. lect.in LXX. Nehem. 2.2. Lexicons supply no 
instances of a corresponding use of the adjective pézpuos. 


CeCCXCVE. 





Kasdc: Taide tic Apesovctoc rpaumatiKoc Epacke dokt- 
Mov e€lvat TOUVOUG KeypHobat fap avT@ PvdAapyov’ @ TOO. 
udpTUpOC Wc OlKOGEV ETMarOMEVvOU OC ovd€ OouKvdidou HkOUGE 
Aéfovroc KAO Set eic VtkEAIGV TAEIV GAN OD KaeWC: 


a 1 ‘ u 
Kal TO KGOG SOKiMOV. 





The reading os oixodev émayouevov is due to Scaliger, who 
saw that in the meaningless os €o1xe Tod éwayouevov lay 
concealed a reference to the proverb olkodev 6 pdprus, used 
of those who bear witness against themselves (é7t rav Kal? 
éavtav pdptupas hepdvtwv, Diogenian, 7. 29). ‘The authority 
of Gaius,’ says Phrynichus, ‘was of little value, and his 
voucher is no better.’ Kafos (see art. 32) is now banished 
from the few passages of Attic into which it had crept 
with the help of late copyists, such as Aeschin, 16. 23, kat 
tov ovvOnkav avdyvods Ta dvtiypapa Kal? ds Thy Tpacw érou7)- 
gato Tod dyévos, where two manuscripts have xadoés, one 
xa0@s: Xen, Cyrop. 1. 4. 22, kal loxvpay rip pvyiv Tots 
modeulows Katéxwv emote, where xaréxwv is represented in 
some codices as aes elyev. Editors, however, have wanted 
nerve to banish the absurdity from Herod. 9. 82, xedcdoa 
tovs Te aproxdrovs Kal Tods doTo.od’s KaTa Tat’Ta KaOws Map- 
dovlm deizmvov Trapackevdcew. It is true that in citing the 
passage Athenaecus (4. 138 C) reproduces the error, but 
ere his time xa0és had come into constant use, and the 
text used by him may well have been already corrupt. 
Stein suggests os kal, others xa0d or simply xatl. 
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CCCXCV TE 





KakkaBov' dic TOO H KaKKGBHY A€re> TO fap dia TOO o 
Guaséc’ Kat pap “Aptotopavuc év AatdddAwm yphtar dia 


TOU He 





Athenaeus, 4. 169 C, quotes from the Aairadjs the words 
kuyew exelOev xaxkaBnv, and Brunck would for that reason 
substitute Aauradetou for AaidadAm here. In the same chapter 
he cites, without remark, one place of Antiphanes with 
kakkaBnv and another with kdxxaBov, the metre in neither 
instance affording any help. In the absence of proof the 
gender must rest on the authoritative dictum of Phrynichus. 
Antiphanes certainly did not use both forms. 


CECXEDSE 





Kuvuroc: ToOTO TOUVONa OUT@ THC METAYELPLZOVTAL, ol 
MEV TPOPIKOL TIOLHTG TPLIGVAAGBOC AEfovGL Kat S@piyoust TO 
H eic a peTaTWEvTEC, KUVaréc, ol Y *APHvatot TETPAGUAAGBOC 


TE TPOMEepoust Kal TO H PUAGTTOUGLV, OLOV KUVHTETHC. 





From a comparison of kvvayds and xvynyérns on the one 
hand, and of xopayds and yopnyés on the other, it will be 
seen how the Athenians at first accepted, without modifi- 
cation, Doric forms relating to the arts of which the Dorians 
were the acknowledged masters, but subsequently brought 
these forms into harmony with the laws of their own 
language. Kvuvayéds is the acknowledged form in Tragedy 
(Aesch. Ag. 695; Soph. El. 563; Eur. Phoen. 1106, 1169, 
I. T. 284, Hipp. 1397, Supp. 888 xvvayia, Hipp. 109 ; 
Soph. Aj. 37 LA), but in ordinary Attic of the same 
period xvvyyérns was employed—a word which by the 
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mixing of old and new in the Tragic dialect occurs 
frequently also in Euripides. But in Prose or Comedy 
Kuvayos was impossible; it had been altogether replaced 
by xuynyérns, as xopayéds by xopnyds. 

This article well illustrates the fact that Phrynichus 
distinctly recognized that the diction of Tragedy, like that 
of all poetry, was emphatically a survival. 


CECC, 





Katapardc: mddevy, Mévavdope, cvostpac tov tocotTav 
GVOMAT@Y GUPPETOV AicyUvelc THY TGTPLOV @avriv; Tic rap 
dH TOV TPO 600 TG KaTaparde KéypHrat; 6 wev rap *Aptato- 
@aVvHC OUTW PHolv— 

éoTt rap KaTw@@ardc tic GAdAoc A KAewyupoc ; 
éxpfiv otv Kpatives metdduevov pardc eineiv. towc 8 ay 
eimoic 6tt HkoAoveHca Muptidw Aérovti— 
‘Qe 6 wev KAémTHc, 0 8 Gpmaé, 
6 0 GvaTHpoc TOpvoBocKdc 
KATAMaPGC’ 


> 2 2 > n ‘ ao > , , c , 
GAN OUK expHy Tac amaé elpHuevac Aefetc aprraety’ 





For this article, which is undoubtedly by Phrynichus, 
Nuiiez is alone responsible. The anti-Atticist (p. 105. 20) 
refers the defaulting term to the TlwAovuevo. of Menander, 
and Pollux, in reprehending its use by Myrtilus, implies its 
occurrence in Aeschylus (Poll. 6. 40), tayadvnpos 6 mapa ro 
Muptiio katadayas el cai Aloyvdos éxpicato. As for the 
Aristophanic xarwpayas (Av. 288) it has nothing to do 
with the question, the Scholiast rightly annotating xopo- 
beioOar Tov KAewavvpov br. Kdtw vevwv érpwye. The vice of 
xatapayas is well explained by Lobeck: ‘ Quaerenti igitur, 
cur Phrynichus payas receperit, xatrapayas excluserit, sic 


K k 
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respondebimus, haec verbalia, in quorum numero est dayas, 
propterea quod habitum quendam communem significant, 
natura sua cum praepositionibus componi non posse, itaque 
edacem quidem et voracem dici, sed neque comedacem 
neque devoracem. Verumtamen quia voracitatis notio in 
composito katapayeiy proprie insignita est, poetae illi, cara- 
gpayas (deglutator) significantius fore rati quam simplex 
gayas, illam universalem rationem aut inscientes aut etiam 
praesenti animo et meditate reliquerunt.’ 


CECEE 





KoAOKUVOG HUGPTHTAL H EGYATH GUAAGBH Sta TOO ea 


Aeropévun, d€ov dia TOO TH, dc APHvatol. 





CCCCiE 





Katapepic: €mt tHv Tpdc APpoOdicta akOAGoT@Y AEfoUGLV 


Ol MOAAOL, OVdaUaC OTa Tv dSoKiLLwy ypwHpevav. 





Even in its natural signification of dechvis the adjective 
is hardly Attic, though it is Classical, being found in 
Herodotus and Xenophon: Hdt. 3. 63, ctr dv 6& yernrar 
Katapepns 6 Avs: Xen. de Ven. 10. 9, éav pev 7 TO XYwplov 
kataepés,.. . av 6 Gnedov. In the secondary sense of 
proclivis it is certainly late. 


CCCCHLIT. 





KataAorHy ol cUppakec A€épouct THY Tpdc Tiva Alda, 


OUK Opbac., 





The rejected meaning is very rare, being cited only from ~ 
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Polybius, 23. 12. 10, xatadoyiy moretcOar tiv apd (ovoar, 
xabdrep kal “Pwpator rovodytat TOY Tapaytyvouévwv Tpds avtods 


TpecBevTav. 


CCCCIV. 


KoAAuBtotHe oUK Opedc: MaALv ovdev HUdc MOAUVOYV TL 
diatravetar 6 Mévavdpoc tov &prupapolBov KOAAUBLGTHY AG- 
rwy' TO pev Pap voutoWa KdAALBOC dOKIMOV, TO d€ KOAAU- 


BLOTHC TIAPAGEGHUGGLEVOV. 





Pollux (7. 170) cites kohAvBiorjs from Lysias: dpyvpa- 
words, apyvpayorBir, apyvpoyvepar, Soxisactis, KoAAUBLOTHS, 
as Avoias év TO Tepl TOD xpvood Tpizodos. Kat 6 viv KoAALBos 
a\dkayn. No Attic writer, however, can have used xoddv- 
Borys as equivalent to dpyvpaporBds, for xéAAvBos, though 
Attic in the sense of ‘small coin,’ was in that of ‘exchange,’ 
as Pollux implies, unknown to Greek of a good age. 


CECEV} 





Ta tia mpdttw kai Td (dia MpdTTet OL TOAADI AEfoUOtY 
eikh, S€0v Ta EnauTod mpdtTw Kal Ta GavtTot mMpaTretc 
Aérewv doc of TaActol FH Ta idta Euavtod mpctTw Kai Ta dia 


SaUTOD TPATTEIc. 





‘Hoc sensu ra téva mpdtrew veteres nunquam, recentiores 
raro dixisse invenio. Plurimum abest (é.a tpdoowr 7) otparod 
raxbels tm0; Eur. Iph, A. 1363, i.e. lla, privatim, quo- 
modo etiam ra olkeia apdooew Thuc. 1. 141, opponitur 
7 Ta kowd. Verum auctor Ep. I. ad Thess. 4. 11, et Hesy- 
chius s.v. ld.orpayetv exemplum vitiosi usus prodiderunt.’ 


Lobeck. 


Kk2 
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CCCOVET: 





Akpatetesdat ddoKinw dvtt of re TOAAOL YpOvTat TOUT@ TH 


> ‘ \ t t es, > 2 ' 
OVOMATL, KGL Mévavdpoc. A€fe OUV OUK EFKpaTEvEcOat. 





Judging from the books which remain to us, dxparevouat 
and éyxparevowar are equally late, both appearing for the 
first time in Aristotle. 


CCECY¥ EE: 





Aiyuad@tiobfivat tobe obTac GddKiwov @c uHde Mévay- 
Spov air ypHoacdat. diadAtwv ovv Aére aiyuddAwTov fe- 


veceat. 





Thomas rightly characterises the whole verb as dédxipov: © 


(p. 23) aixpadrwricw kal mavres of dd TovTou Xpdvor GddKYpoL. 


CeCCy Til: 





"Avrikpv* TodTO TOTMKOV Kai éTLELKaC TTOLHTLKOV Gveu TOL 
o Aerémevov. SOev ol émi TOO GvTiKpuc TLBEvTEC GUAPTavoU- 
olv. €f MévTOL Tic Trpobein Tv Tpdbeotv TH GvTiKpU kal 


ElTOL KATAVTLKPL Opedc épel. 





“Ayrtixpus, like «dOvs (see p. 222), may, even in Attic be 
regarded as an énippnya romxéy in certain constructions, as 
Thuc. 2. 4, olduevor méAas Tas Ovpas Tod oiKjparos eivar Kat 
ayrixpus (right through) dfodov és 70 &€w. Ar. Lys. 1070— 

aha xwpeiv dvtixpus (straight) 
ov 4 > > c n 
@oTep olKad €ls EaUTODY, 


but no Attic writer ever employed dvrixpus for katavtiKxpd 
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in the sense of ‘right opposite,’ or ayrixpv for avrixpus in the 
sense of ‘straight, ‘right through.’ In Homer, however, 
avtixpv bears the meaning of the Attic dvruxpus (Il. 4. 481; 
16. 285; Od. 10. 162, etc.) ; and Xenophon, in this case also, 
sins against his native tongue, Cyr. 7. 1. 30, 6 5& ’ABpadd- 
Tas aytikpv ov avrév els THy TGV AiyutTioy pdadrayya éuBadreL. 
As from ¢d6¥ and «i@vs, so from dvrixpt and dvtixpus, is to be 
learned the striking lesson that no refinement in form or 
meaning was too subtle for the Athenian mind as long as 
the masculine instincts of the language were not violated. 


ECCCES 


> AvutrodeTtoc épeic é€v TG) H* TO Pap €v TH € GUGpTHUG. Kal 


rap UmodHoaoeat A€reTat Kal oly UTOdéoa>sbal. 





‘Idem decernitur ac non varie sed prope conjunctis 
sententiis a Phrynicho App. p. 17. Gramm. Bekk. p. 412, 
Moeride, p. 29: Thoma, p. 76, et Suida, non addita ea 
ratione, quae hoc loco, dubium an ab ipso Phrynicho, 
subponitur. *“Avuzddnros apud Atticos persaepe legitur, avu- 
mdéeros Numquam, quin genuina forma aut in Codd. appareat, 
aut ex alio quodam recessu emergat.’ Lobeck. 


CCECx 


EGpuua ypri A€retv dtd Tod H, ovy eHpena. 








Lobeck’s notes will supply materials for the history of 
this corruption, as also the converse one of efpnois and 
éjows for etpeoirs and déors, etc. The fact of both is nowa 
commonplace of grammarians, and no one would question 
the late origin of forms like efpeua on the one hand, or 
evpynois on the other (see Art. 224). 
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CCCOXL. 





“ATHpTicHevov, GmHpTiKa, Kal Ta dtd TOUTWY E&TraVTa GOAOLKG, 


amOTETEAEGTAaL O€ Kal ATIOTETEAEGLEVOY XpH Aérety. 





The rejected verb is Ionic and late: Hippocr.Epidem. 2. 
p.180 B, dmapriCovens ris dxraunjvov: de Morb. 4.11. p.608 A, 
dmnpticpevys Ths mepiddov: Polyb. 31. 20, 10, réAda mpos Tov 
Toby anaptieiv. In Aesch. Sept. 374— 

omovdy 5€ Kal Todd ovK amaprice. méda 
most editors doubt dzapri¢e. As far as form goes there is 
no reason why Aeschylus should not have employed it, 
but it certainly does not bear its ordinary meaning. 


Tédoc thc Ppuviyou éxAdortic “AttiKk@y PHUdTwy 


Kal OVOUaTOV. 
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SINCE the revival of learning there has been no lack of editions of 
Phrynichus. The first issued from the press of Zacharias Callierges, 
a Cretan who had settled in Rome. It bears date July 1, 1517. ‘H rod 
Ppuvixou avtn ekoy!) €v ‘Pony mapa Zaxapia TH Kaddtépyn oly Cc@ dyio 
érut@bn XALtocTS mevtaxoc.ocT@ tC’ Mnvds "lovAlov mpary, A€ovros Se ka 
TOD peyisTou apxtepcws ‘Papny doiws Ke kal evTUXas yoxovvTos. It has 
the title @puvixou exdoy) AttiKGy pnudtor Kal dvoparey, and the articles 
are arranged alphabetically (ris map’ jay evtadda, kata orotxetoy efe- 
ré6y). It is generally met with bound up with an edition of Thomas 
Magister published four months previously (March 4, 1517). A few 
years later Callierges published the great dictionary of Phavorinus’ 
which contained the Ecloga of Phrynichus,— Magnum et perutile 
dictionarium, quod quidem Varinus Phavorinus, Nucerinus Episcopus, 
ex multis variisque auctoribus in ordinem alphabeti collegit. Romae 
per Zachariam Calliergi, 1523, fol. There followed an edition by 
Franciscus Asulanus, forming part of a Lexicon containing Thomas 
Magister, Moschopulus, and Ammonius, and published by Aldus at 
Venice in 1524. Next came the edition of Vascosan, the great Paris 
printer,—Oapa Tod paylotpou dvopdrwy arrikay ekoyai, Ppvvixov exAoy) 
arTikay pnpdrav kai dvouatwv, Mavoundos Tov porxorovAou atrikav Ovopd~. 
Tov Ekhoy!] amd Tis TExVOAOYlas Tis TOU Piogtpatov elkdvev Kai BiBdiwv 
TOY TOLnNTaY— 

Ildvra kara addaBnrov. 
Taéis mahata kal dvopacia Tay apxdvrwy ex Tov Aidtavov. 
’OpBixiov tov mepl ro orpdrevpa Tdakewr. 


The date of this edition was Nov. 1532,—Lutetiae apud Michaelem 
Vascosanum mense Novembri, MDXXXIL. 

None of these editions differed much from one another, but towards 
the close of the century there was published in Spain an edition 


1 Phavorinus or Favorinus (Varinus or Guarino), born at Favora, near 
Camerino, in 1460, was a disciple of Lascaris and Politian, and himself the 
preceptor of Leo X. He was also director of the Library of the Medici at 
Florence, and became bishop of Nocera. 
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which seems to have been based upon a manuscript differing very 
widely from those used by Callierges, Phavorinus, and Vascosan. The 
editor was Pedro Juan Nufiez, a prolific writer, and the author of an 
interesting little Greek Grammar’, which differs marvellously little 
from those now used in schools. He employed only one manuscript, 
and professes to have followed it faithfully. In that manuscript the 
Ecloga was divided into three books, the beginning of the second 
book being headed rod atdrod émiroun, and of the third dpyxn rod rpirov, 
but of these the third book contains only a few articles, and these 
mostly repeated from the other two. The edition bears date Barcin- 
one, A.D. ili. Kal. Ian. Anni Salutis MDLXXxXvI., and is dedicated 
to Andreas Schottus of Antwerp. 

Subsequent editions were little more than reprints of this, with more 
notes added ; one edition by Hoeschel appearing in the seventeenth 
century, a second by Pauw in the eighteenth, and Lobeck’s well- 
known work in the nineteenth. The title-page of Hoeschel’s edition 
is as follows: ‘Phrynichi Epitomae Dictionum Atticarum Libri iii, 
sive Ecloga, a Petro Io. Nunnesio Valentino integritati restituta, 
Latine conversa, ejusdemque et Davidis Hoeschelii Aug. Notis, in 
quis et aliorum auctorum loca partim emendantur, partim illustrantur, 
aucta. Augustae Vindelicorum typis Michaelis Mangeri, cum S. Caes. 
Majest. privilegio MDci.’ After the text, with a Latin rendering, 
follow the Notes of Nufiez, then the Notes of Hoeschel, then certain 
Notes of Scaliger with a fresh title-page: ‘Ad Phrynichum et ejus 
interpretem viri illustris Notae, a Davide Hoeschelio Augustano 
editae.’ Appended is a letter of Scaliger?. 

Pauw’s edition is entitled ‘Phrynichi Eclogae nominum et ver- 
borum Atticorum, cum versione Latina Petri Ioannis Nunnesii et 
ejusdem ac Davidis Hoeschelii Notis ut et Notis losephi Scaligeri in 
Phrynichum et Nunnesii notas; Curante Joanne Cornelio de Pauw, 
qui notas quoque suas addidit. Trajecti ad Rhenum apud Joannem 
Evelt. MDCCXXXIX,’ while the title-page of Lobeck’s edition runs on 
the same lines, ‘ Phrynichi Eclogae Nominum et Verborum Atticorum 


* Institutiones Grammaticae Linguae Graecae, auctore Petro Johanne Nun- 
nesio Valentino. Barcinone, cum licentia ex typographia viduae Huberti 
Gotardi, anno 1590. 

a 6 betva 

Davyidi Hoeschelio. 
Notas tuas in Phrynichum (jam incipiebam legere, quum haec scriberem) valde 
laudo: diligentiam admiror. Quid dicam praeterea? Multum disco. Doctissimus 
et accuratissimus est Hispanus ille, qui illustravit. Sed ad quaedam libenter re- 
sponderem, quod alius temporis et operae est. Nimis certo fidit Phrynicho, 
quem anno praeterito inter legendum deprehendi in multis falli. Id quoque a. 
Thoma Magistro animadversum et laetatus sum, et admiratus. Sed de his. 
alias, 
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cum Notis P. I. Nunnesii, D. Hoeschelii, I. Scaligeri et Cornelii de 
Pauw partim integris partim contractis edidit, explicuit Chr. August. 
Lobeck. Accedunt Fragmentum Herodiani et notae praefationes 
Nunnesii et Pauwii et Parerga de Vocabulorum terminatione et compo- 
sitione, de aoristis verborum authypotactorum, etc. Lipsiae MDCCCXX.’ 

The manuscript used by Nufiez contained many articles unquestion- 
ably by Phrynichus which are wanting in the other editions and in 
the manuscripts now known, but the absurd name given by it to the 
Second Part of the Ecloga, and the existence of a Third Part of so 
poor a quality, as well as the paltry character of not a few of the 
articles which are found only in it, make it very probable that much 
of its apparent completeness is really interpolation. 

Before considering this question it will be well to give an account 
of the manuscripts known to me. 

Two of these are in the Mediceo-Laurentian Library at Florence, 
and a beautiful transcript of the more important of them, with a full 
collation of the other, was with great kindness procured for me by the 
present sub-praefect of the Bibliotheca Laurentiana. The press-mark 
of the one is Pluteus vi. 22, and in the following pages it will be 
designated Laurentian A, or simply A, while the press-mark of the 
other is Pluteus lvii. 24, and it will be referred to as Laurentian B, or 
simply as B?. 

Laurentian A bears date 1491. The scribe’s name is given, and he 
wrote it at Venice. Mereypadnoay kai ra mapdvta ths Ppuvixou ékdoyns 
81a xetpos ewod “Iwavvov mpeaBurépov ‘Paoouv Kpytos TO yévos, xioaT@ Te- 
Tpakog.ogTe evevnkooTa mpaT® lovviov mpory, Oveverias. 

Laurentian B, though in many respects much inferior to A, still 
contains in the second part of the Ecloga many articles which are 
absent from all other authorities except the edition of Nunez. 

The third manuscript, referred to as P, is at Paris, and a collation 
of it is printed in Bachmann’s ‘Anecdota Graeca’ (Leipsic, 1828). 
It is headed, Ex trav rod Ppuviyov, and occupies twelve folios of a 
codex thus described by Bachmann: ‘Codex est bombycinus, forma 
quadrata, totus ab eadem manu non ineleganter scriptus, haud raro 
tamen praesertim in locis ex aliis scriptoribus efferendis lacunosus. 
Erat olim in Bibliotheca Petri Danielis Huetii, Episcopi, videtur esse 
saec. xv. It is without very many of the articles usually attributed to 
Phrynichus, but is of value as implying an original differing in many 
respects from the other manuscripts and editions. It is only in P that 
the true reading of Article 201 has been preserved, and it is no 
mean praise to bestow upon any manuscript that it confirms a con- 
jecture of a scholar like Scaliger. 

1 There is also a third manuscript in the Laurentian Library, with press- 


mark Pluteus lvii. 34, which contains selections from the Ecloga, A transcript 
of it is printed as Appendix B, 
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On the other hand, A shows a general correspondence with the 
earlier editions of Callierges, Phavorinus, and Vascosan, but many of 
its readings prove conclusively that it was not used by any of them, 
not even by Phavorinus, who was at one time the praefect of the 
Library in which it now lies. 

The text of B has many affinities to that given to the world by 
Nufiez, and both manuscripts may have sprung from the same 
original. It has even a sort of Third Part, only of greater length than 
that of Nunez. After the article on aiypadoriobjvac are found the 
following sentences : €ypyyopa xpn, kal éypyyopev. aN odK nypyyopet Kat 
ypnyop@: Siara 7 x@pis Stkaornpiov Kpiots Kat Starrnrns’ Kat S.aite emt 
routou Oixn O€ 9 ev ta Otkaotnpi~, Kal dikaorHs* KataypynotiKds dé Kal 
xopis Oukactnpiov ravra héyerar: Tourn 7 mpdmepiis* Aéyerat Kal H Epis 
mapa Oovkvodidy EvA@y vauTnyncivev Topmiy: katampotéerar adiatpéeros 
ypaderar: avtixkpd tomeKdy Kal mroutiKov' ypaderar dé peta tis mpobecews 
KaTavTikpv: avumddutos pera Tod t (SiC) epeis Kal tmodnoacbar: evpnya ovx 
eUpewa: damnpticpevoy* amnptika’ kal Ta amo TOUTwY GmavTa GoXoLKa’ aTro= 
rereXeorar O€ Kal amorerehecpevov xpi) heyew: Keadawdéorarov ov ypa= 
gderat. Moreover, in a later and less skilled hand are appended,— 
dvarouxety pu) Aéye, GANA Starorxety. Evverpoy py Néye aAAA AvvaTpov™ Gre 
Kal apxaiov. Karampoierar ov« dp0ds diatpotor, déov karampoigerar advatpe- 
tos’ Eevitedoat addkipov. 

As a matter of fact the text of Phrynichus has been terribly tam- 
pered with, and although I believe most of the articles in the First 
Part came from the hand of the Grammarian much in the shape in 
which they appear in the present edition, it would be rash in the ex- 
treme to make the same assertion with regard to the Second Part. 
Nufiez may be said hardly to have described the manuscript on which 
he based his edition, but without that manuscript, corrupt as it cer- 
tainly was, several of the most important articles would have been 
lost to us. Until more manuscripts are unearthed an authoritative 
text of Phrynichus is out of the question. 

The reasons for regarding the manuscript of Nufiez as interpolated 
are as follows. It abounds in what are unquestionable marks of the 
interpolator’s hand, feeble and meaningless additions like ddéxpov yap 
and dddxipov yap. To many of the articles are appended sentences 
couched in unworthy Greek, and plainly at variance with the state- 
ment which precedes them. The so-called ‘Third Part’ is an attempt, 
and an unsuccessful attempt, to increase the work by another chapter, 
and suggests only too readily a similar origin for many of the articles 
in the Second Part, if not in the First. 

Moreover, if the Ecloga as at present known to us contains much 
that Phrynichus never wrote, it probably also is without.a good deal 
that came from his pen. Thus Stephen of Byzantium, who wrote an 
‘Ethnica,’ probably about 500 A.D., mentions a dictum of Phrynichus 
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which is now read neither in the Ecloga nor in the ‘Sophisticus Ap- 
paratus:’ 7 S€ Oeds "A@nvaia héyerar povoyevs. eyerar SE Kai emt 
yuvatkds @s GAXot pev TOA. PAjpor S€ otras ev Mrepvyio— 


ed , 
yuri © drav Nay Tis els THY oikiay 
~ c , , \y , 
tas ‘Immovikas taode Kal Navovorpatas 
kat Navouwikas, tas ’A@nvaias eyo. 


Aidupos 8€ hnow sre’ AOnvaias A€éyovow avti Tod ’Arrikds, 6 Sé Bpuvixos 
avarrixdy now eiva ry paviv Kai Oavpacer mos 6 Depekpdrys artiKwTaTos 
dv xpyra. (Ed. Meineke, p. 33.) 

Finally, it has become with me almost a conviction that the Ecloga 
was originally written in two parts published at different times, and 
that the Second Part was written by Phrynichus as supplementary 
to the First—his earlier work. In this way may be explained such 
articles as that numbered 203 in this edition. The Grammarian 
seized the opportunity afforded him by his Supplement to: modify or 
confirm statements made by him in the Ecloga itself. A striking 
argument in favour of this view is supplied by the following fact. 
Between the Epistle to Cornelianus and the first article the manu- 
script used by Nufiez contained the words doris dpxaiws Kai doxipvos 
ebeher SiaréyerOa, rad’ aizh pvdaxréa, and at the end of the First 
Book radra udarrépevds tis BeAtiov Kal Soktpamratos ein av. The latter 
sentence also appears in the same place in A. There is no similar 
colophon at the end of the Second Book, or in the case of Nunez at 
the end of the Third, nothing but the conventional réAos ris bpuvixou 
exAoyns. . 

The following are the more important variations of reading in the 
different manuscripts and editions. They will demonstrate how pre- 
carious a thing a text of Phrynichus must be. The manuscripts are 
designated by single letters, the editions by two :—Laurentian MS. r. 
=A. Laurentian MS. 2.=B. Paris MS.=P. Callierges=Ca. Phavo- 
rinus=Ph. Vascosan=Va. Nufez=Nu. 

Epistle, om. B. P. Oavpdtw]) Oavpafov MSS. Edd. olds Te] olos 
A. Ca. Va. dmomrerraxédres| dmonavnbévres Ca, Va. Kxatapev- 
youres| karametpevydres Nu. ra Soxiporara] ra doxtudrepa A. Ca. 

3. om. PP. ikereial ikeceia B. 4, Neve] 5é A, Ca. Va. 5. 
érav] om, A, Ca. Va. Ph. 6. wéxpe Se Kai dype Aéye] om. Ca. Va. 
Aéye] om. A. 7. om. P. "Amivat, rpocivas, e&ivat, karivat| ‘Eni- 
vat, Karivar, mpooivar, eFiva Ca. Va. amcévar, e€tevat héyeuv] dmeévar, 
efrévan, karvevar Aéyew Ca. Va. add. kai ri Nowra bpoiws Nu, B. 8. 
P. om. 9. pndapds)| pyndapod Nu. kal karémrvoa avrod}| om, P. 
add. Aeye B, Nu. 10. om, P. 12. ert rod péAXovros| om, Tod 
Nu. rod eveornkdros Kat rou] 100 éveora@ros kai B, Nu. kaw dpri] 
xo Kai dpre B, Nu. 13. dri lyObos) add. Aeyerac B, Nu. 14. 
ra Tov prhuaros] mavra yap ra phuara A, vulg.  ebdoeKcpal déxpa B. 
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add. dpivoua. 7d d€ dvopa dddxipov B, Nu. Corripuit P. dyuvay ovk 
eiros adda Sta pnyaros, auvvouat, duivacba, auvvodpat. 15. om. P. 
xp Aé€yerv] xon yap Aéyew B, Nu. ce] oo A, B, vulg. dwaddar- 
tovtat| amadd\axbovra Ph. lbonm ib. 17. om. P. épréypave] 
"Adndeypavac A. kal radra 61a Tod n| did Tod n kal radra héyera B, Nu. 
kal ratta dua Tov n A€yera Ca. 18. mpobecpiay] A, B, Ca. Va. Ph. 
mpobecpia vulg. 19. det yap| déov dv B. 20. dddNoKkdra@s] A, B, 
Ca. Ph. addokorepws vulg. expyv] xpyv B. 22. dua rod érépov A 
kakiatov] dia Tov érépov €or Kakiora B, idem literula A addita Nu. 
Ov évos X Kaxiotov Va. aveidderv] Nu. dvewddety A, Va. dvechew B. 


23. épeire] épeis B, vulg. 24. om. Ca. Fretmwrat] ethaamtra A. 
etAnmrat Ph. kar@pukrat] Kal kar@puxrac vulg. tyv dovyy] thy 


mpotnv conj. Lobeck. dAnderrrat] ddyAurra B. 26. 6poerdéorr] 
dporedéeow Va. dporoedéow Nu. Articulum corripuit P. dwehevoopar 
OUK elrrois GAN’ arrecpe. 27. eweEehevodpevos 6 PaBwpives pyar, od 
d€ emeErov kat éemeEcip| P.  emeEeNevodpevos addkipov’ av dé emeEov 
kal yap emekerpe N€yeTar ANN ovK evreEeAeVTopar B. otros] ovtos jv Nu. 
Va. ypy yap] xp pev Va. 28. 6¢ évost] om. A, Ca. adAkatkdy, 
tpoxaukov] A, B.  ddkaukdy, os tpoxaukdy Ca.  addxkauukdy, TpoxaKoy 
kal apyaukoy Nu. 29. pndapos] pu) etrns al. 30. ef d€ ev TG v] 
ei d€ ek rou v B. ev O€ t@ v A, Ca. 32. dmémadat kal] om. kai B, 
al. Svayxepaivo] A, B, Ca. dvoxépave al. 33. €aOev] om. Ca. 
Va. 34. ywpis tod v] om. Nu. 35. kat Tovro| om. kat B, Nu. 
Tov Vv, Otos| Tov v éyew OYtos ws BpOpios Nu. Tow v Gyros Aéeyew os 
dpOpwos. 38. ANéyovres duaptavove.r| A\éeyovow dpapravovtes B, Nu. 
39. moraros S€ éottv ei eimots mortars] TO moramos S¢, €or ToTaTOs 
Nu. 10 woramds b€ oti ef elxots, morards B. Bpuvixos; éemverkns] 
bpivixos; Ppdvimos, emeckys al. 40. Avxvodyxov A€ye] om. Aeye B, 
Nu. 43. épeis ro] epeis Ondukas tO B, Nu. od kata To dppevikdr] 
om. B. 44, xpadBBaros| addit B puapoy yap. 46. papvyé] ha- 
pvé B. 47. avatdi¢ecOat| avdabdifecbac MSS. Edd. 48. om. P. 
49. om. P. rod cogicrod om. B. rovvopa om. B.  viéos| views 


A,B, Ph. év roise] év rois mévre Ca. Ph. =rovro d€ kal urdEevos 
ad fin.] om. B. 50. om. P. revragery] orovdatew B, sed in margine 
reutatew.  Setv Néyery| Aéyery om. A. 51. mapéxer| mapexo B. et 


kal pdptupa trapéxou tis orm. P. 52. om. P. 54. vordAnyé] tomdn€é 
B. déyerat ovx] Aéye GAN ovx A, Ca. 56. X€yovor] om. A, Ca. 


kKopaa.oy ov] kopdowoy tapddoyoy B, Nu. 58. om. P, bis scribit B 
diversis autem locis, alio recte ut editur, alio cum spurio additamento 
padAov pev obv “EXAnves TO Taxtov, Oarrov dé *Arrikol. 59. SdxKcpor) 


Sokipwrepor A, Ca. 60. om. P. 61. Oavpdoerey dv] Phrynicho 
reddidi. Oavpaca. 8 av Nu. Oavpacerar 8 ty B. Oavpdoa av A, Ca. 
Ph. 64. A€yovotv apapravovtes| Aéyovtes Guapravovow B, Nu. 
Aéeyouow A. Tips ev vopw] tHs evydopov Nu. Lo. 65. om P. rov 
apxaiov pavepas| pavepos Tay apxaiwy A, Ca, Ph. 66. map’ avtois 
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ovK €ott] ovx éort map avrois B, Nu. 68. om. P. mpoBackaviov 
Hera ths mpo| mpocBackdyoy peta THs mpds MSS. Edd. Hoeschelius 
correxit. addit addxiov yap B, Nu. 69. om. P.  voidtov Kai Boi- 
Stov] Boidtoy kai Boidiov Nu. vovdrov kat Bovdrov] Bovd.ov cat Botdioy 
Nu. 70. om. P. Sdcacpodvres X€yovaty] om. B. 71. yodr] ot» 
B. cis trnyv warprov diddekror, ddpn7y A€ywor| om. Ca. 73. dxeorns 
hey. of wad. otk nm.) om. Va. eore pev nrncaa bat] nrncacba ore 
pev A, Va. Ph. troOnxas] cvvOrjxas Va. 76. Verba certo spuria 
addunt B, Va. Nu. viz. haec, pnmore 5€ kal os of moddol éyovow 
Xp@vra oi apxaio: Kai ext Tov THY yaotépa Tinta. 77. dia Tod p Eye] 
Oia tov y Aeye A. Sia Tod y Ph. 78. P.om. kat pn] adda py B. 
Nu. 79. P.om. 16 ypuAiCecv] rd ypuddifev A. kal daoxnpdvas| 
om. Ca. ypvAiferv kat ypuAtopos| ypuddifew kal ypvdducpos A. 
84. j)mépa, wr] nwepa, apy yuvn, pn B, Nu. jpépa kal dpyds yu) 
ad fin.] om. P. 85. dpaptavovres] auaptavovow B, Edd.  oiov] 
om. B. 86. kai eis €v| eis €v B, Va. Nu. 87.,0m. A, P. Cacrin 
B articulo praeeunti adjungitur mapa ’Emydppo kre. nisi yevéobo pro 
yeveoOa. Ne in Nunnesii quidem exemplo yevnOjva apparet, sed ab 
Oudendorpio ad Thom. p. 189 conjectaneum addebatur. 88. om. 
A, P. ovdév add’] otk aro B,. 89. dyptov] om. A. 6 dadadp- 
ayos] 6 domdpayos A. dondpayos B. avoy] airéd A, Nu. atro B, 
varatot 8] ev dmacw A,B, Nu. évnBal aa B. pddpov] pdrdov 
A, Nu. ¢doiov B. dypoiat] aypios A, B, Nu. karadeydpeval 
karaheheypeva B. 10 é€v| om. A, B, Nu. roa. Ca. Va. av Oar] 
dkavOa B, Nu. Articulus hunc in modum apud P legitur, épyeva ai 
tav haxdvev aba, kai eEoppeviCew Td ek Baoravew Kai eEavOeiv. éye 
ovy Opyeva kal ju!) GoTrapayous. 91. Néye] Aéyerar kai Nu. éyerar B. 
93. om. P. 96, wndemore xpnon] pymore eimns A, Ca. Va, i 
ovkK ayndxact| ov Katayndxaor A, Ca. 98. om. P,  éexeivor eis| 
exeivot, av be eis A, Ca. Va. uddrrov] duddrrov xpyoOa B, Nu, 
101. om. P. 104, rov mavrés| eEaipyns B, Nu. eimov] om. A, 
Ca. Va. 106. In A solum est kAnpovopeiy rovde. Sic quoque Ca. 
et Va. qui tamen ov rdde adjungunt. 107. eiwev] om. A, Ca. Va. 
109. rd rpoadok] rov mpoodox. B, Nu. tov ewianpor] rd érionpov Ca, 
110. ry Any] sic B. ridnv A. rirOny Ca. Nu. Va. rnOns] sic A, B. 
111. odd€ yap] ov8e A, Ca. Kai xaddcov kai kpeiooor| om. A, Ca. 
112. povédOadpor| povduparoy Nu. 113. mpiav@ac| mpiaua A, B, 


Ca. 114. om. P. ws viv] as of viv Ca. 116. om. P. dda 
pr| Kat pr A. 120. om. P, 121. om, P. I22. om. P.  dvev] 
xwopis Ca. Nu. Ph. 130. ef Kai] ody Ph.  ovd« éepeis] om. Ph. 
132. dvioraro| évioraro Nu. cujus exemplari literae initiales semper 
defuisse videntur. 133. ée¢nrnrac| éfirndov A. Ca. Va. A€yecr| 
heyeoOu A. eri dvawdias] om. B, Nu. emi ris dvewduis Ca. Va. 
hévye| «i xpi) Aeyew B, Nu. 134, addit B post OeyutaoroxAnyv verba 


haec, cvuvaipecis yap wvvaipéecewy ox dorw, 136. 8ctehOopds| hOopds 
; | yy“ P f | 
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A, Ca. Reyovory| om. B, Nu. 138. om. P. dpyaias| dpyaiov 
Nu. 139. om. P. 140. om. P. wy] aXd pi) A, Ca. Va: Ph, 
142. éridecayv| eridovw Nu. ed’ od| B. ap’ ob A, Ca. evo Nu. 
kal py Ovpednv] pr) éye be Oupédrnv B, Nu. 143. tyduv] tydnv Nu. 
144. 0m. P. apaprioer] dpaprnoes MSS. Edd. kai ra dora] om. 
,° Car Ph. 145. om. P. abratrAns| adidaidns A.  mvOadvdrns B. 
146. om. P. katampoigerat| xatampoigera A, B, Ca. 147. fuap- 
tov] juapre Nu. myapra A, B. AoXdAcavods] AoAAopds A, Ca. Va. 
Ph. Hoc verbum et cetera om. B. Ex P desunt cuncta praeter ai 
vijes Epets, OVX ai vats. oddoLtKOY yap. Tas VAS OvK Epes, dXAa Tas vais. 
148.0m.P.  padavida] papida Nu. 149. kX av] kradav MSS. Edd. 
150. dda] om. B, Nu. 152. xabapd B. xpeirrom Nu. ype odv 
TO KaOapa. TO yap THY] Xp@ ody 76 yap THY A. ype ody Ta THY Ca, 
Va. 153. dyyetoy] ayyeiov os rwes B, Nu. 155. om. P.  Aéyew 
om. A. 157. kuvidcov Aéye| adjungit ov kvyapiov B cetera omit- 
tens. 158. Néyerv] om. B, Nu. Aéye post 6€ adjecto. 159. in 
angustum contraxit B. edédicav ovk ededieway. 160. odOeis] ovdelis 
drorpérov B. ei kai Xp..... héeyeew om. B. of yap.... ovdeis] 
ovdeis yap of adpxaio. B. In P desunt cuncta praeter ovdeis ddxpoy, 
ovxt b€ ovdeis. 161. Adyvos| Adyvos Pah B, Nu. 162. d1a rod o 
6 "lov, Nayds] dia S€ rod © Nayods 6 "lov B. dia S€ Tod o Aayds 6” lov 
Nu. Addunt Nu. et B rd Xaywds ovk eorw. 163. ef kal dca thy 
.+..Tpvpn] om. B, P. Tpidn] rpudy Nu. rpupay Ca. Va.  rpv- 
ceiv A. 166. d¢ aida] py aida A, Va. 169. 1 pev] et pev Va. Ca. 
170. @s ’Aptotodpavns kre.| om. B. 171. od py] od pi MSS. Edd. 
dpettat| todr opeirae B. 172. peooddktuda pyndapds etrous adda Ta 
péoa tov Saxtvdov P, 174. padns|] A, P.  padrnv B, Nu. 175. In 
angustum contraxerunt B et P, viz. pey.oravas ob xpi Aéyeww adda péya 
duvapevous B.  peysoraves addkipov' od dé péeya Suvapevous déye P, 176. 
om. P. 177. ro rovotroy om. B. 178. post puxnras addunt ra 
pavirdpia A, Ca. 179. Pessime A, Ca. evrpoos py eye pymote os 
"AOnvatior, pnde olkoyevn, GAN oixdrpiBa pymore kre. 180. om. P. 
182. dpxatos daivn| apxaios ’Arrikos dhaivoo A. vooodptoy] veoo- 
oaxov Ca. Va. docdkov A. Brevissime B, veorros kal vedrriov ’Ar- 
rikol ypacovot. 183. ypvoots Aéye om. Nu. 184. kai &xrpopal 
om. A. radrta hedye] roiro detyov A. rovro heveroy Ca.  dddKipa 
B. xatdpBropwaom. A, Ca. dpBrioker| duBreoKe A, Ca. 185. 
Ovetv 0 fore pev....émtraparrerar] om. B. emi yap wy. tr] 
ridera Se emi porns yevexns B. 186. &s tives TOY ypappartKoy] om. 
B. 187. ro yap peipag xre.] oiov 7 yur) dray otv eimwow 6 petpaé 
ext yuvatkos héyovor TO O€ peupdkioy em dpoevkoy A. Brevissime Ca, 
peipakes kal peipag emt yuvatkds Aéyovot, Td b€ petpdKioy emi dpoevtkar. 
188. om. P. kaxds| kadés A, B, Nu. of idtdrar] 6 idudryns B. 
idiarns Nu. ot d€ dvaBddropat Pai] dvaBdddopa dynow A, B, Nu. 
189. od kah@s ad extr.] om. B. Breviter P, craGepds emi rod avOpe- 
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mov ovdapas Neyerar add’ €uBprOns. 190. rarrerat|] tarrovow A, Ca. 
adnpovnoat] abupjoa Nu. 191. om. P. 193. "lov dy] "lover 
MSS. -° 194. om. P. rodro X€yovcry Exovres] ypopueror éyovow B, 
Nu. 198. dptomdmos] dpromoAns A. 199. om. P. 201. Bad- 
avrokX\énrns| P. BadavrioxkrXrérrns] P. 202. Bacitiooa ovdels 
eirev ANN Baoiris “EXXjvikdy 7 Bacihera wountekdy P, 203. Brevissime 
B, Bacithiooay pr) eye GAG Bacidetav } Bacriida. drodaveis] éem- 
gaveis Nu.  dropnpacty] aropynpovevpaor Ca. 204. as’ A@nvaios]| 
om. P. 205. om. P. 206. om. A, B, Ca. GAN npets od Kre.| 
npets O€ yeAorroudy hapev ov Trois Grak pnOeior mpowéyovres GdAd Tois TroO- 
Rakis Kekptpevors P. 209. om. P. 212. dpOdrepor| 6pOarepor A. 
yeraeet] yedkdoas MSS. Edd. 213. om. P. 214. om. P. Ke 
XPnvra] xporvra: Nu. pratt] mpayparr A, Ca. 215. om. A, P. Ca. 
Ph. 216. @eparaivns| bcparawidos A. — Adjungit B ois dkohov8nréov 
post vedyidos. 219. auapraver| ovx apapravee MSS. Edd. 221. 
om. A, Ca. Va. 223. om. P. wodXakes edpov Keipevoy....oida| 
om. B. Anpoobévns pévrot kre.} om. B. 225..0m. P. 227, 
ov Séxipor| evddxoy A, B, Ca. Va. 228. ro pev .2.. ToD a. | 
om. A, Ca. Va. 230. om. P. @s 6 Kpativos om. B. -rrav 7) €t 
*Oéhets.... Tider] om. B. rider] reOjs Nu. 232. om. B, P. éx- 
piro ev cvyypappact kre.| expyoaro ev exvypaupace rept rhs Snpddovs 
cappoctwns Ca. emtypapopevea| empepopevm A. 233. Srumméivor] 
orunreivoy A, B, Ca. Ph. otimtivor| orimrwov A, B, Ca. Ph.  Huic 
articulo adjungit A rade hudarropevds tes BeAtiov Kal Soxiwrepos ein av, 
eadem Nu. nisi quod pro dokimorepos legat doxioratos. Sequitur 
in Nu. tov avrod emroun, in A rod airod rpijya Sevrepov ot apyxn. 235, 
Brevissime B et P, etayyedifopal oe pu A€ye GANG SoriKn B.  evay- 
yediCopar aittatiky ovvrdocovoy, oi metious be SotiKy. ypdgerar dé kal 


evayyehO, ot To Sevrepov evayyedeis P. 236. ra An Ovuvrika] doa amd 
rourav P. 237. aliter P, avadev ce pidos eipi, add’ odk avexabev epeis” 


To yap avéxabey Katémecey emi rérov hapBavovew *AOnvaio, ei be bd 
“Hpoddrov dice tis Kai emt ypdvov AapBaver Oa, anOn pev yoer. ov pry 
ro id “Hpodérov drak eipnoOa 1d Sdxipov tis Kpioews adr@ mapéxerat. 
ov yap lovex@y....’Artixov} om. B, Nu. 238. om. P. kal 
Oavpdlw.... dddéKtpov bv] om. B. 239. om. A, B, Ca. 240. 
Brakckdv| Braxtwov MSS. Edd. 241. Sacre wavtws....7iOéaar rd 
éxav eivac| om. B, adnotantur vero in margine alia manu.  Arti- 
culus hic in P sic legitur, 7d éxdy elvar of madawol emi drayopetioews 
ribéacw, éExav eivat Ah romans 7) Towmjow, Kal éexdvres OvTES pur) ToMoNTE F) 
ronjropev’ bon dé eri xarapdctws tiWéacw oloy éxav elvar eroinaa, dpapra~ 
vouow. péytora dpaprdvover| otro b€ padiora dyapravovew Nu, 
ovrot b€ peyora dpaptavovew Bb. 242. aliter B et P, viz. dp@pov Kai 
bpOpeverOa of madatol tov mpd nhiov Karpov év'd Abxvov Tes xpHrar™ ol be 
viv Th yAuKavyes 6 Kat €w hadi. 243. émrdaviov| émrraveiov A, Ca. Ph. 
onrdmov avate\\épevov B. Breviter P, pdtryerpos Sdxipov, paryecpeiov be 
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ot, GAN dmramoy did Tod t. 244. of yap dpedeis.... mpoaribévar| 
Omi sP. 245. kal 6 re Sudkpeors] om. B. Nu. Aliter brevissime P, 
avykpivew révde t@ede ov xpr A€yety GAAa trapaBadrew Kal avreeraCew. 
246. kai €y® pev puddrrevOackre.| mapa pev G\X@ Tv SoKipwy ovy edpov" 
nyotpat Se Kal Goukvdidyy ev TH n pera TOD ApOpov eipnkevar Kar’ exEivo TOU 
Kaipod, Kal ey@ wey uddrrecOa rapawH ovtw xpjoba' «i & dre CouKvdidyns 
elpnke Oappoin tis xpjoba, xpnobw pev oly b€ ro apOp» B, Nu. Breviter 
P, kar’ ékeivo Tod Katpod Oovkvdidns ev TH n €lpnke era TOD ApOpov GAN’ od 
xXepis apOpov. ovras ody kal adros épeis. 247. Omni. 248. wd dev 
kal Tavta.... Ppovridos d&tov" ddd] om. B. idem P nisi quod 
aha retineat, verbo dddxia post evorabjs posito. éuBpidera] emei- 
cea A, Ca. Ph. eu Bpidera, emeixera B. 249; .om.9B, Ps Gasnene 
Brevissime et in margine A, madw peta Tod v. 250. om. P. emt 
moXv O€.... dvayeypawerat| om. B. 251. breviter B P, yevyy- 
pata emt Kapta@v py Aéye GAA Kaprrods Enpods 7 bypov’s B. -yevyypara ert 
kapta@v tives adoxinws tiOéaor av d€ Kaprovs Enpods Kat vypods héeye P. 
254. om. P. xpy otv admnvtnoe N€yety kal cuynvTnae| ovvivrnce 
d€ kal amnutnoe héeye B. 255. adjungunt verba 6re drrukdy kat Sdxipov 
B, Nu. 256, avénoers| trepagnoes B, Nu. onpaivopebal onpai- 
voney Nu. Brevissime P, dvuyigew cat eEovvxitew travrov. riderar dé 
emt Tov axpiBodoyeioba, TO O€ arovuxife TO Tas avénoes TOY dvvXoV 
adatpeiv. 257. kaita v@ta dokipas dv Aéeyorro] om. A, Ca. xa 
ra vata Oéxiwov B. Breviter P, 6 varos adoxipws apowevikds, ovderéepas Oe 
TO v@ToY Kal Ta vara. 258. Brevissime A, B, Ca. P. Bpéyer emi 
(avri Ca.) rod ves év rum Kop@dia A, Ca. Bpéyer emi rod ver ov ray Soxi- 
pov mavy B. Bpéxew emt rod vew tives riOeacw ev kope@dia, eater Se 
addkipoy P. 259. om. P. 260. wn A€ye] add. adAa karddeopos 
Nu. Aliter P, emideopos dpoevikds pr N€ye adda Katddecpos, Kal émi-= 
Secpov ovderepws Kai émideopa of apxaior, 261. reOépevor] rarré- 
pevov P, 262. préws] preos Nu. wrekdpeval A, P. Aeydueva Nu. 
ywopeva Ca. Breviter B, ddods od Aéyerar GAA dreds, Kal Ta amd 
rovrou ar¢iva, 264. duwadeis dé of Né€yorres ody KTe.| A€yover oly 
TO L Kal o ws tadaorns Kal aGOAnrns B. dpabes TO eyew madaoTns, 
madaorns yap 6 abAnrns P. 265. é€mi d€ rov Kre.| eyyevoy de emi rod 
€v TH yn aptotov, kat Anpooberns eyyesov toxov yaiv P. 267. om. A, 
Gaeas 268. om. A, P, Ca. Ph. Aliter P, wia xai yoda, of dmdas 
duaptavorvtes, of Oe Ourra@s, Word, ad dé vedpov héye. 270. om. A. 
ddiotHp addKipov, ad Se tpiyouTrov héeye P. 271. omit A, Ca. ramvupos] 
mameipos Nu. mamupoy ovk €peis adda BiBXov, Aiyimtov yap To mamupoy P, 
272. om. P. 273. Brevius B et P, Nirpov aiodtxas, aOnvaios bé did 
Tov A. B. — virpoy atodikdy, ot d€ ’A@nvaior Aitpoy P. 274. dvewuos 6 
e€adeddbos, e&adeAqdbos Se ov P. 275.00m.| 276. mavdoyxeiov ovK« 
€peis aN Ora Tod k, mavdoxeioy Kai mavSoKevtpia Kal mavdokevs P. 277. 
Tov KOpLy A€ye KTE.] appdrepoy P, 278. om. A. udxAos ypade B. 
279. owdOev Sé.... a@dndov] om. A, B, Ca. Va. Ph. 281. om. A, 
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Bye, Ca, &c. 282. muedos, peveNos, Vehos’ apaptavovow oi pr did Tov 
€ Néyortes, GANG Oia TOU a. = TrvEAOS Sid TOD € Kal pveAos pynréov A, om. B, 
E: 283. om. A. ai yodikes Onduxas ypade B. 284. om. A, B, P, 
Ca. 285. GAN av7 xre.| adda dayidas B. 287. om. P. Brevius 
A, B. mapaxaraéixny Kai pi) mapadyxny heye A. tmapanxny ph, mapakara- 
Onxny dé B. 290. Brevius P, dywydy of madatol ent rod tyyoupévov Oddy 
teva, ot de viv emt ray dxerar. 291. om. P. kptmrerat kat kpinrecOa 
pabt, py dia rod B. B. 292. ri€éact] reBedor Kai emt dripou Koupas B. 
avOpare@v| 6 dei hudatrev adj. B. Non male P, xapjvat cai éxdpn emt 
driwov Koupas, emt d€ évtijpou Koupas, Kelpac a. 293. om. A, P, Ca. 
294.0m.P. 295.0m.P. drocoBnréoyv] amoBdyntéov Nu. yxOecrvdy] 
xGefov A, Ca. Va. Brevissime B, xérfov routexdy™ ot b€ xOerCov ypape. 
296. 0m. B. 297.0m.P. 298.0m.P. 299. om. P. 300. om. 
meeeeea. Va. Ph. 301. om. Ca. Va. Ph. 302. om. B. 303. 
om. P. 304. om. P. 305. om. A, P, Ca. Va. Ph. 306. om. 
Pee, - Cas Va.: Ph. 307. Brevissime B, P.  reOeAnxévat par etzrots, 
nOeAnkeva O€ B.  reOednxévar’ AdeEavSpewtikdy, 7d dé Arrixdy OeAnkeva P. 
308. om. P. 7 d€ WvddAa kre.] Soxipoy dé 4h WvAAa B. 309. om. P. 
310. Brevius B, P, ov« émiroxos GAX’ enireE yur P. — émiroxos yun) 
addkiov, emireE Sé hadi B. 311. om. P. 312. om. A, Ca. Va. 
Ph. evdupevia py Aéeye, oxev’n O€ Kata THy oikiay Kat Emma B. 313. 
om. P.  éumupirpos pr A<cye GAN eumrpnopos B. 314. jycudyxOnpor]} 
npednpevov A, Ca. Va. Ph. 315. €uedAXov Oetvart] om. P. et rus 
oUT@ ovytTatrer| om. P. 316. om. P. 317. om. A, Ca. Va. 
Ph. pac. om. A, Ca. Ph. 319. Brevissime karaptiew ov 
kappuev A, Ca. Va. kappvew eoxdtws addkipov, Katanvew yap B. 
320. kal Gedpacroy Kexpnpev. aita] om. B. 321. ef kai xre.] 
om. B. 322, om. A, P, Ga. 323. ro b€ prapds apyxaior| puapds 
6€B. 326. om. P. 327. adda kai Avotay xre.| om. A, B, Ca. Va. 
328. om. B, P. 329. om, P. 330. 1ro dé mapa rovro xre.|] om. B. 
331. om. A, P, Ca. Va. ri dv ody acy xre.] om. B. 332. om. A, P, 
Ca. Va. Ph. 333, 334. Nunnesii codex unicus hos articulos con- 
servavit. 335. om. A, Ca. Va. Ph. 336. om. A, Ca. Va. Ph. Bre- 
vissime B, yoyyvopos Kai yoyyifev, raira iad, od de rovOpvopoyv kai 
rovOpilw déye 7) vi) Oia kre. 338. otrw.., dca Tov t.] om. B. 339. 
om. P. 341. om. A, P, Ca. Va. Ph. tdemmidns dé kai xre.] om. B. 
342. om. A, Ca. Va. Ph. Brevissime B, évexupipata py dAéye evéxupa be- 
343, om. A, Ca. Va. Ph. 344. of yap 86x. xre,] xpnords be 1rd HOos 
Kai ov Ta On B. 345. addit P audacia inepta, kal riyv peyaAnv mérpav 
Suvéeoros Oupedv Kadei. Oupedv ovk epeis, addr’ aorida. 346. hunc arti- 
culum Nunnesii codex unicus servavit. 347. om. A, B, Ca. Va. Ph. 
obx olov Kat jai) olov Ki/Z8nAov, olov, ody olov dpylCopar’ ob Sirov roivuv épeis 
Kal pal) Onrov. 348, os "AXek~ts] om. B. 349. dvdnmrorody| A, 
ovdnroroiy P. éytivoirv| oitrwoiv B. otrwoooty P. 35),0m, P. Bre- 
vissime LB, mpdacbaros vexpos Kal mpaypa. 352, avri rov cvpdopal 
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7 ovupopa A,Ca. Va. 353. om. P. 354. om, A,Ca. Brevissime B, 
campay ol rodXol dvti Tod aicxpady, ov O€ emt TOD GeaHTOTOS. 355. om. 
A, P, Ca. Va. Ph. 356. om. A, P, Ca. adda od kadapoés ad fin.] 
av O€ kadov exer Tpdcwmoy Epes. 357. om. A, Ca. Va. Ph. Brevis- 
sime B, orpnuav" avti rovrov Aéye Tpupar. 360. om. A, Ca. Va. Ph. 
361. om. A, Ca. Va. Ph. ornOidtoy troxoprotikds pi) Néye GANG o77Oos B. 
arnOiroy dpriOiov A€yovar, ot bé otnOid.oy ei brokoptatiKds Bovhy AEyew, 
ei © ov, ornbos P. 362. om. A, P, Ca. Va. Ph. trépaodos pyréov od 
piv d€ imépdpvs B. €ovtwyv] emendavit Scaligerus, éxévrwv in Nu. 
codice apparente. 363. Nunnesius solus servavit. 364. ppoveiv 
dé ra bytal adda Ta Gvra dpovew B. 365. om. A, Ca. Va. Ph. 366. 
om.A, B, P, Ca. 368. gyer kal ohadepos tatrovowy om. B. 7 be 
Tov é€axdros kre.| ov dé emi Tov aKkpou Tide’ eoxdrws Tmovnpds, €aXaTS 
giridcopos. 369. modus, 6 S€ drruKds] Todds ews, GAN’ of dALyor kal 
’Arrikot Nu. of wrodXdol, ot de B. 370. Brevissime B, xpéws ar- 
Tikds bia TOD w peyddou Aéye. Erépats] Sevrepas Ca., om. Nu. 371. 
om. P. of dé viv.. .dp8as om. B. 372. xaOa kat Anpoabévns ad extr. 
om. A, Ca. Va. Aéye ody ri Stdeper] om. Ph. 373. xp] xpn- 
oréov A, Ca. Va. Brevissime B, rérevye tims pn eye, aAda TeTUXNKE 
374. orpoBirjoat 76 cvaoTtpeat] cvotpoBjoa 76 cvatpeyrar A. ovo- 
rpoBirqoa 7 orpépa B, Nu. ovorpoBijoa rd ovorpeyra Ca. otras 
...pnréov] om. B. xapmés] xaprév MSS. edd. rirvus] mirw MSS. 
edd. érevdv«re.]om.B. kal yap 2édov«re.]om. A. 375. oe 
Wes] Weis Ca. ovykaraBaivery eis d:dackadias] om. P. 376. 
kata Stapbopar] om. B. 379. om. P. Néye ody kre.] Neyerau otv kat 
ént Tav Tpiav dvoyarwy A, Ca. Va. 380. om. P. 381. om. P. 
382. Soxet S€ por xre.] om. B.  Breviter P, pony’ ob tiv orevarov 
Galas Kata Maxeddvas ada thy 6ppny “AtriKas. 386, 387. in unum 
redegerunt A, Ca. 386. om. P. 387. todro yap kal iarpot kre.] 
om.A. Breviter P, €émnyvu kai é£érns* ott yap ot iarpoi Aéyouow e&mhe- 
Opov kai é£ameOpor. 388. yevéo@ar] om. Nu. 391. om. omnes 
codd. et edd. praeter Nunnesium. 392. Brevissime B, ytpos ov 
ypddera. om.al.praeter Nu. 393. ctoonpoy od xp B. om.al. praeter 
Nu. 395. Brevius B et P. «ar dvap ov ypadera, ws ovde rd Kal? 
imap, GAN Frou bvap Wav Hh €& dveipov dWews B. ov xpy kat’ dvap Aeyew, 
domep ovd€ Kal’ brap* GAN iro dvap iday i) €& dveipov sews ovTw kal 
umap P. 396. mapa... xpyarv] ddoxives B. 397. aliter B, ro 
kabas ov ypdderar’ adda Td KaOd" Kal Coukvdidys’ KaOo Sei eis Eek. 7A. kal 
ro Kaba Sdxipor. 398. om. A. ju) KaxkaBov GdAa KakkaByny dra Tod n B. 
399. Breviter omnes praeter Nu. kuynyds ovtws of tpaytkot moral dwpt- 
Kas TpiavdAdBas’ of 8 ’Arrixol kuynyérns héyouot B. Kkuvnyerns ot "ATTLKOL, 
aN od Kuvnyds, TpayiKoy yap TodTo P.  Kuvnyérns eye TeTpatvAddBas 
A, €a. Va. Ph. 400. Nunnesius servavit. 401. om. A, B, Ca. Va. 
402. modXoi] wadaoi A, Ca. Va. Ph. Breviter B, mpos appodiova axé- 
hagrTos, ov Katahepns. 403. om. A, B, P, Ca. Va. Ph. 404. ovk 
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6pOads emi Tod dpyvpaporBod Nu. dramaverac] avanavera Nu. 7ra- 
paceonuacpevoy] inepte Nu. dddxipov. Brevius B, kodAvBiorys ov 
ypaperar’ KoAAvBos SE vopicpa Sdxtpov. 405. i ra tdca épavrod xrte.| 
om. A, Ca. Va. . 406. om. Ca. Va. Aliter A, addéyew os of madaot 
éykpaveveo Oat kai pu) axpateverOa. Brevissime B, ovk éyxpareverat,ypa- 
gerar. 407. nde] ovdé Ca. kai pry Nu. Huic articulo adjungit A, 
ré\os Tis Ppuvixou ékoyns attiKay pyudtev Kat dvouatrey, sed Nunnesii 
codex réNos rov Sevtépov, dpxy Tod y., vide p. 504supra. Articulos, quos 
in tertio libro edidit Nu., illos adjeci qui non in alio loco jam nobis 
obviam ierunt. 411. In Nu. codice accessit duewor yap* éxros ef wy 
robey roiro eis baBwpivoy ArOev, GOev ovdeis older. dpxaior pev yap ovrws 
ov heyovow, ékeivos be. wArv ely cis? Tels ody ws ot apxaior, dAda pH ws 


PaBwpivos. 
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LINDE X... 1. 


The words printed in black type occur in the Ecloga itself; the others are 
Sound in the Introductions and Commentary. 


A. 


dyayov, an un-Attic imperative, 457. 

aya96s, comparative and superlative 
of, 176. 

ayyos, 23. 

a@yewv, aorists of, 217, 218. 

ayqoxa, un-Attic, 202. 

ayAata, 165. 

dyviva for karayviva, 6. 

dyopatew, 214. 

ayopacbat, 14. 

dyopevew and compounds, 326 ff, 

dypeverv, 165. 

dyxéepaxa, 165. 

ayxiora, 21. 

ayxiTéppov, 165. 

dyxov, 21. 

aywyos, 368. 

dywvivecbar, 193. 

déans, 165. 

dda, future of, 377. 

deidev, Tragic for ada, 5. 

deipew, Tragic for aipey, 5. 

deArTos, 26. 

*AGava, Tragic for ’A@nva, 112. 

*AOnva, forms of the name, 112. 

*"AOnvaa, 112. 

*AOnvaia, forms of the name, 112. 

dOpoifew, orthography of, 160. 

alums, 19. 

alei, old Attic and Tragic for dei, 112. 

alerés, old Attic and Tragic for derds, 
112. 

aidados, gender of, 197. 

aidop, meaning of, 197, 198. 

alfproxoreiv, 69. 

-alvew, verbs in, have no perfect active, 
96 ; aorists of, 76 ff 

aiveiv, for énawveiy, 5. 

aivés, 26. 

-aipew, verbs in, aorists of, 76 ff. 

discew, Tragic for qoaay, 5. 

aloxvvn, 74. 

alriacOa, 193. 

aixparwriferPat, 500. 


aixpadwros, 13. 

aixu7y, use of in Ionic and Tragedy, 13. 

dketoPar, 175, 176. 

adkeorns, 175, 176. 

axis, old word, 25. 

dkpqv =r, un-Attic, 203. 

dxoXagraivey, aorist of, 78. 

dkoAovGetv, construction of, 458. 

dove, perfect of, 96. 

akpatpvys, of water, 113. 

dkpateveoOar, meaning of, 500. 

axparos, comparative of, 224. 

ax77, old Ionic word, 11. 

ddaivey, 78. 

dAyvvew, old and poetical word, 42. 

ad-yoveda, in Xenophon, 165. 

aXetv, 240; perfects of, 96, 98. 

dAcipev, perfects of, 95, 96. 

adéxew, in Xenophon, 165. 

GXextpuav, 307. 

ddextopts, 307. 

GAéKTwp, 307. 

dXeéntnp, in Xenophon, 165. 

GAéfew, in Xenophon, 165. 

GAnPewv, un-Attic, go, 240. 

GAnA€Ka, GAnAEpat, 96, 98. 

aXifew, in Xenophon, 165. 

*AXxatkés, or AAKaucds ? ITT. 

ddxnn, history of, 25, note 2. 

GAxtpos, in Xenophon, 165; un-Attic, 
50. 

GAAJOpoos, 16, note. 

GApdades €AGat, 199. 

adrAvVEY, 40. 

dApavew =ebpicneyv, 254. 

dpagevpévos, 14. 

dyavpovv, in Xenophon, 165. 

apBAtonerv, 288. 

dpBrAwOpibrov, 288. 

dpeiBew, history of, 187, note. 

dpeiBecbat, 187. 

dpewdTepov, 209, 

dpeurros, 20. 

dprAAGGOu, 191-193. 

dyov, 271, 272. 

dprexopny, 83-86, 
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apregxopnv, 83-86. 
dumexecPa, augmenting of, 83-86. 
dpuva, un-Attic, 74. 

dyiverOa, 74. 

duprvyvoey, augment of, 83, 84. 
apugidcévos, 14. 

dupimodos, old Ionic word, 22. 
dup. Bynrety, augment of, 83, 84. 
dpuwpos, 20. 

-av, verbs in, 153 ff. 
avayapyapicew, 396. 
dvayopeve, 328. 

dvabécOa, 292. 

avatSever9ar, 140. 
avardilecOar, 140. 
dvatcOntever Oar, 457. 
avakaey, 7. 

dvaketoy, 358. 

avaketoOat, 294. 

dvakdaey, 7. 

avakAwrtpov, 207. 
dvakoyxvaAracev, 396. 
avaXickey, augment of, 82. 
avadns, 25, note 2; 166. 
avatitrey, 293. 

avatéAAew, 204. 

avatiévar, 292. 

avaTorxetv, 240. 

dvaxaricew, 180. 

avédvey, 29. 

avopayéOnpa, 319. 

avetAXewv, 89, 90. 

dvewXeiv, late form, 89. 
dverxouny, 83 ff. 

avexaev, 21, 338. 

avecxopny, 83-86. 

dvéxeo@a, augment of, 83-86. 
aveisids, 301. 

dvéwya, active in meaning, 246. 
avievat, signification of, 79. 
avipav, 166. 

dvimnos, 26. 

avictaco, avioTw, 463. 

avonrws, 221. 

avovyvivat, augment of, 83. 
aytayr, 6. 

avrecOar, 349. 

avrTiacev, 21. 

avriBadAew, 295. 

dyTiBorety, augment of, 83, 84. 
av7.bixeiv, augment of, 83, 84. 
dvTikpv, avtikpus, distinguished, 500. 
avTiAoyta, 326 ff. 

dvT.ovaGat, 5. 

avtippyats, 320 ff. 
avuTroSeros, 501. 

avaryévat, 29. 

avwyewy, 358. 

dvw ev, 338. 

Gia, 348, 217, 218. 








dmapeiBecba, 166. 

aravaiveaOa, aorist of, 78. 

amavTay, 21. 

amdavrecba, 349. 

atrapaBaros, 367. 

amapti, 71. 

dmapriCev, 502. 

"Ararovpia, 19. 

amék, 120, 

amereidev, 120. 

arepuKe, 166. 

am6, in composition, 75. 

dmodexTnp, in Xenophon, 165. 

drobiSpackev, 218, 335. 

amodpavat, 335. 

amodaveiy, 38. 

arowa, 26. 

dmokomn, 158. 4 

amroxpiOfvat, 186. 

aroxpivecOa, 186. 

atoAayxavey, 7. 

drokavey, future of, 409. 

dmokpiOnoopat, 188. 

dmoAoyetoOat, 191. 

atréviTTpov, 280. 

amovoopu, 120. ; “4 

amémada, 117. 

dmomepayKa, 97. 

aropeic@a, 19I. 

amookvbiceay, 180. 

dnotadccecOa, 75. 

amoTipos, T4. 

dmwev, not dmodev, 60. 

dpa.és, in Xenophon, 166. 

dpagoewv, 0. 

apyos, inflexion of, 185. 

apos, 25. . 

“Apetos Tayos, 12 note. 

apéoKe, 29. “34 

apnyev, 166. 

apOp.os, 14. 

apiaTeEvs, 30. 

appovev, 14. x. 

dppooTnp, 58, 59. MW 

apveioOa, 190, 192. _ il 

dpovy, perfects of, 96, 100. ‘= 

apovpa, old Ionic and poetical word, 
14. 

apracey, future of, 407. 

dptt, limits of its use, 70. 

dptiws, coined by Sophocles, 71. 

dpToKd7os, 303. 

dproTrovos, 303. 

aptToTétos, 303. 

dpvew, perfect passive of, 100. 

dpxatkés, or dpxaukds? IIT. 

apx7Oev, 21, 176. 

-as, substantives in, used in Ionic as 
adjectives, 21. 

aaBoXos, 197. 
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aoedyaivev, aorist of, 78. 
-agia, substantives in, 198. 
-do.ov, diminutives in, 148. 
dotraipeyv, 30. 

domdapayos, 196. 
dotpagistnp, 58. 
dotupérktos, 166. 
aodapayos, 196. 
drnpednros, in Xenophon, 166. 
arperns, 2 

Gr pros, 14. 

attayas, 199. 


av-, verbs beginning in, augment of, 


245. 

avéay, 29. 
av0adilecPar, 140. 
avGckacTos, avWexacrotys, 453. 
av0evrns, 201. 
avTavAns, 253. 
avToporely, 42. 
avTéporos, 42. 
avtéotpodos, 285. 
agetapny, 215. 
apndg, 157. 
apoyyos, 26. 
dguévar, augment of, 81. 
adtepory, 279. 
adopyy, 304. 
adpovitpov, 361. 
aoutvifew, 305. 
ax Gewds, 166. 
axPecoua, 195. 
axos, 166. 

dxpu, 64. 


-aw, verbs in, denoting bodily, &c. 


states, 152 ff. 
-da), verbs in, perfects passive of, Ior. 


B. 


Basile, future of, 382. 

BaSpds, 372. 

Baknros, 330. 
avTiokAénrns, 305. 

BadavroxAénrys, 305. 


slag meaning of the term, 146, | 


47: 
Sioros, 150, 
pipiiores, 06. 
BaoiXs, en. 
Bacitiooa, 306. 
Bacxaivey, aorist of, 78. 
sage 159. 
6s, 372. 
Bah pl TA. 
BeXovorwaAns, 174, 175. 
Byoa, in Xenophon, 30; 
Attic by P:Baoa, id. 
PrdleoOar, 144. 
BiBAraypados, 158. 


replaced in 
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B.BAoypados, 158, 
BiBAros, 360. 
Bio7n, 166. 
Biworpos, 20. 
Bwwrikds, 459. 
Biwrés, 20. 
BAakrkds, 340. 
AGE, 330. 
Bdaoravey, future of, 395, 406. 
BonOeaa, 25. 
Boidiov, orthography of, 159. 
BodrBrtov, 462. 
Bodecav, 253. 
BoAttov, 462. 
BovAcoPar, 189. 
Bouvos, history of, 459. 
Bpabvov, 149. 
Bpéexev, 352. 
Bpvacec@a, 405. 
BpSpos, 246. 
BpacecOar, 376. 
B@Xos, 127. 

Ey 


yaperns, in Xenophon, 166. 

yayyadifew, 180. 

yapyaAtfev, 180. 

yaortpilev, 178. 

yaoTpokvnpta, 413. 

yaupova@a, in Xenophon, 167. 

yewwapevot, of, in Xenophon, 167. 

yeAdouos, 307. 

yeAotos, 307. 

yeveOAra, 184. 

yeveora, 184. 

yevnPivar, 194. 

yevnPqcopar, 194. 

yevvyjpata, late use of, 348. 

yevecOa, 20. 

77, compounds of, 356. 

Yijivos, 181. 

-yka, a collocation of letters avoided in 
Attic, 96. 

yAwoats, 308. 

yAwoodkopoy, 181. 

yAGrra, 308. 

yAwrtrokopetov, 181. 

Opa, 19. 

ywupiopa, 19. 

vaaornp, in Xenophon, 165. 

yoyyvlev, 463. 

yoyyvAn, 182. 

yoyyvAls, 182. 

yoyyvopes, 463. 

yovn, 19. 


| yévos, 19. 


yowvaros, &c., Tragic for -yévaros, 


&c., 5. 


| -ypnyopetv, 200. 


ypvAilew, 182. 


~ 
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ypvAAtlew, 182. 
ypucewv, future of, 384. 
YPUBEG, 309. 

ypuTH, 309. 

yoac@a, 167. 

YUpos, 492. 

yy, Io. 


danuwy, 167. 

davdvar, 29. 

daxpvev, future of, 404. 

datavac0a, aorist of, Igl. 

damedov, in Xenophon, 167. 

dayiAjs, in Xenophon, 167. 

5€6:a, inflexions of, 269 ff. 

5€50xa, inflexions of, 26g ff. 

dey, uncontracted, 299. 

detv (ind), anomalous contraction of, 
301. 

decrvi¢eiv, in Xenophon, 167. 

deipew, Sepev, both good Attic, 432. 

derpy, 25. 

deioOar, aorist of, 189. 

SeEapevy, 369. 

decpoi and deca, distinguished, 353. 

deonéauvos, in Xenophon, 167. 

deve, OF. 

Synporeve, O61. 

5npovcOa, reason for middle inflexions 
of, 193. 

dia in compounds influences the in- 
flexions of the verb, 193. 

diairay, augment of, 83, 86; meaning 
of, 189. 

Siaipety, 330 ff. 

Stdkpiots, 344. 

diadeyecOa:, reason for middle in- 
flexions of, 191. 

diaxoveiy, augment of, 83, 86. 

diavoeicOa, reason for middle inflex- 
ions of, 191-193. 

diappndny, 329. 

Siatouxetv, 249. 

Stadéperv, construction of, 483. 

diapOeipev, 145. 

SiSdaow, 315. 

d56vat, inflexions of, 220, 315, 316. 

SiSotorv, 315. 

dueipnka, 330 ff. 

dvereTphvato, 77. 

SiépOopa, 246. 

Sinpnea and bielpnxa, confused, 330 ff. 

divévar, signification of, 79. 

dixacoroyetaGa, reason for middle in- 
flexions of, 193. 

Sixpavov, 310. 

Sikpodtyv, 310. 

bidpOwors, 320. 

Avockopot, 310. 
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dumAoifev, orthography of, 160. 

Suptiv, 132. 

Supjodar, 382. 

di@xe, future of, 377. 

Stwpid, 78. 

Simpvé, inflexions of, 309. 

doxetv, 29. 

do77p, in Xenophon, 165. 

doumety, in Xenophon, 167. 

Spapnya, 19. 

dpav, aorist and perfect passive of, 101. 

Spdpos, 19. 

dpUrrec@a, in Xenophon, 168. 

Spwrakicev, 488. 

Svetv, 289. 

divacat, Siva, Sivy, 463. 

dvvacOa, with neuter adjectives, 189 ; 
2nd pers. sing. pres. ind, of, 463. 

Svo, inflexions of, 289, 290. 

Svotv, not used with the plural, 289, 
290. 

dvceAms, in Xenophon, 168. 

Svct, 289. 

SuvcwrmeioPat, 278. 

Svcenta, 278. 

d@pa, 25. 

Swpdatrov, 321. 

Swpnpa, 168. 

SwpodoKety, 362. 


E 


-éds, acc, pl. of substantives in evs, 
234. 

éBovdnoauny, 189, note. 

eyyatos, 357. 

eyyetos, 350. 

eyyedar, 66. 

éyyvay, augment of, 82. 

éyyus, comparative of, 356. 

éyelpev, perfects of, 96, 97. 

éykaQetos, 417. 

éyxorm, 158. 

eyxoyuaew, augment of, 82. 

eypnyopéevat, 200. 

éyxeiv, meaning of, 66. 

ey plume, 4. 

eSedlecav, 269. 

é5eSicav, 269. 

edec0ar, 376. 

édn5oxa, e6ndecpat, 96. 

édopuar, not éd0vpar, 92. 

edpacOny, or ébpadnv? ror. 

eduvnodpny, 189 note. 

€dwka, 220. 

-€ewv, verbs in, contraction of, 296 ff. 

éCecOa for nadéeCecOa, 6. 

€(wpar, not eCwopar, go. 

€Oavoyv, 39. 

eee or OéAetv ? 415. 
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éOeAovrn dev, 59. 

€0eAovTHV, 60. 

€GeXovTNp, 57- 

€eXovrys, 57- 

€edovti, 59. 

€8eXovatos, 60. 

€0nka, 220. 

ei-, verbs beginning in, augmentation 
of, 245. 

eixaCey, future of, 409, 410. 

etAAew, orthography of, 89, 90. 

ely, always future in meaning, 103, 

"III; infinitive of, 65. 

efua, 19. 

el7a, ee 219. 

elmov, 326 ff. 

elpnka, 326 ff. 

eis, with adverbs, 117 ff.; replaces és, 
432. 

-ews, late form of acc. pl. of sub- 
stantives in evs, 234. 

eiaayay, 119. 

eigamaf, 118. 

eiodptt, 119. 

eicad@s, 118. 

cigdxpt, 119. 

eioparny, 119. 

eloére, 117. 

eiTev, 204. 

éx, with adverbs, i17 ff.; Ionic and 
poetical compounds of, 7. 

éxadnpny, 81. 

ExabiCov, 81. 

éxavoy, 217. 

éxas, old Attic, 28. 

éxet and éxeioe, confused, 114. 

éxeWev, 116, 

éxeivos, only form known to Attic, 4. 

éx{eiv, metaphorical use of, 17. 

&xOeacOu, 7. 

€xOepa, 319. 

ExOvELY, 7. 

éxkAnova fay, augment of, 82, 

€xkomm, 158. 

éxdayxavey, 7. 

exnyev, 7- 

éxpavOavey, 7. 

éxvdpuos, 46. 

éxovTys, 57. 

KOVTL, 59. 

éxovatos, 60. 

€xmayAos, in Xenophon, 168. 

éxnaryAovpevos, 14. 

€xtraAdan, 117. 

éxreifewv, 7. 

éxrépvat, 119. 

éxmpor pay, 7. 

éxanpaivey, 7. 

éxaréAA CoO, 7. 

éxou ey, 7. 





€xTavoy, 217. 

éxTevns, 305. 

EXTLUAY, 7. 

éxtorte, 116, 

extpiBew, metaphorical use of, 17, 18. 

extpwpa, 288. 

éktpaoa, 288. 

éxpoBetabat, 7. 

ékdv etvat, rules for the use of in 
Attic Greek, 340 ff. 

€AAUXvLov, 250. 

éAaia, old Attic and Tragic for éAda, 
DIZ: 

éAaxov, Euripidean word, 43. 

éAaoTpely, 14. 

éXavveyv, perfects of, 96, 100. 

er€yxewv, perfects of, 96. 

éAena, never aorist of Acie, 217. 

éAevoopar, Attic except in Indicative, 
103, IIo. 

‘EAAds, as adjective, 21. 

éuaotiéa, survival of in Attic, 16. 

€uodov, un-Attic, 41. 

éurraicey, meaning of, 68. 

éumAjobat, survival of in Attic, 63. 

éumoAay, augment of, 82. 

éutroAn, 168. 

éumpéemev, 15. 

éumpyopes, 419. 

éumrvev, meaning of, 66. 

eptrupiopos, un-Attic, 419. 

év, force of in composition, 66; in- 
tensive, 67; €v xp@, Attic phrase, 
EYE 

évayxos, 7. 

évahrAecOa, 67. 

évavriova@a, 188; augmentation of, 
81. 

évaperos, 412. 

évbov, 206. 

évSupevia, un-Attic, 418. 

éveyyus, 120. 

éverAnuny, survival of in Attic, 63. 

évepOe, old Attic word, 27. 

évepo, old Attic word, 27. 

évéprepot, Ionic and old Attic, 27. 

évéreéa, 219. 

évexuptpata, évéxupa, 408. 

évqAata, 207. 

évOnkn, 304. 

évOupetaOa, It. 

éviavotatos, éviavioros, 47. 

évopav, meaning of, 67. 

évoupeiv, meaning of, 66. 

évoxAdyv, augment of, 83-85. 

évrevrAavoby, corrupt for évrevrAvovv, 
128. 

évréxvws, 457. 

tyr paryav, meaning of, 67. 

ivuBpifav, meaning of, 68, 
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évuotpov, orthography of, 250. 

€é, compounds of, 490. 

e£aSeA gos, un-Attic, 361. 

éfaireiy, 7. 

efakovely, 7. 

efadAdooev, meaning of, 467. 

e€adara¢ew, in Xenophon, 168. 

éEapBAiokerv, 288. 

efduPAopa, 288. 

éfavayecbat, 7. 

éfavayKacey, 7. 

éfavéxecOa, 7. 

éfamaddagoecOu, 7. 

éfamoAAvva, 7. 

éLarropeipey, 7. 

éfeiAAev, orthography of, 89, 90. 

éfeAcvOcpooropely, 7. 

efaripacey, 7. 

efeTruTroATs, 205. 

efeiatacba, 7. 

efepyaecOar = droxreivey, 16 note. 

efeTt, 119. 

éfepiecbar, 7. 

éfnpuepovy, 7. 

éémpnoato, impossible form in Attic, 
216. 

efSidleoOar, 284. 

eEovuxifew, 350. 

éEumrviferv, 305. 

-€os, adjectives in, 287, 288. 

éraxpiCev, formation of, 127. 

érmrapporepicey, 127. 

éravop0ovy, augment of, 86, 87. 

émraosy, 315. 

errapnyev, 168. 

étraptoTtepos, 324. 

énavpécba, survival of in Attic, 30. 

érapayv, old word, 392. 

éreicOnv, 217. 

émevtev, late form, 204. 

éméAqoa, influence of the ézi, 216. 

éni, in composition, producing a 
causative meaning, 2106. 

él KOpp7s, 257. 

emyAwTTaaGat. 193. 

émbayirevecPa, 108. 

Emb€£LOS, 324. 

émtSecpos, gender of, 353. 

émonv, 121. 

émtSofos, 208. 

émetvy, metaphorical use of, 17. 

emOeaev, orthography of, 275. 

émOopunv, 217. 

émOov, 217. 

émiknpioocey apyipiov Ss. XxpnpaTa TM, 
329. 

émrikAwtpov, 207. 

emaA€yelv, 327. 

énthoyos, 327. 

émtopkeiv, future of, 409. 
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EmMTOATS, 205. 

émumpdow, 120, 

émrionpos, 208. 

énioTagal, émioTa, 

mee 

émiotacts, 345. 

emTakTHp, 105. 

emTéAXewv, 204, 205. 

émiteé, 417. 

éxtndevey, augment of, 80. 

entroxes, un-Attic, 417. 

émTodn, meaning of, 205. 

émttpotudatev, 158. 

emepnpiCery, 210,257. 

emprapny, 210, 214. 

émpiaco, émpiw, 463. 

ér@dn, 315. 

épyodoretv, épyoderns, 456. 

épdev, old Attic word, 29; survival 
of in certain Attic proverbs, 49. 

épecy, 326 ff. 

épeineiy, in Xenophon, 168. 

épeima, old Attic word, 15. 

épevyeo Oar, 138. 

épmev, survival of in Attic, 50. 

Eppnony, 326. 

épuyyavev, 138. 

épuceyv, 168. 

epxopat, Attic only in Indic., 103. 

és, date of change to eis, aaa. 

-ecav, 3, pers. pl. plupf. act, 229 i) 

eaanael II 

éoavis, 118, 

Heel 118. 

éoereta, 118. 

éaOns, 19. 

éadiew, perfects of, 96. 

€o0’ O1m, 339- 

éoTHéev, 411. 

éoTLav, 29. 

éotiacba, 188. 

éoxdtas, 481. 

eéoXaTw@Tatos, 144. 

Erepop9ahpos, 209. 

ev-, verbs beginning in, augmentation 

245. 

Say Atticicity of, 335. 

evayyeAtLeoPat, construction of, 334: 

Evpotba, orthography of, 160. 

eve, 61. 

-evew, perfects passive of verbs in, 
101; origin of verbs in, 61; de- 
ponents in, I4I. 

evelpos, 224. 

evéptos, 224. 

evepos, 224. 

evfwpos, 223; compar ative of, 224. 

evOnpoovyn, 168. 

ev6u and evOus, distinguished, 222. 

evOuva, 74. 


énmiaTago, émioTw, 


A ee 


7 i 
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evatpev, late use of, 205. 

evkepparety, 467. 

evxotrety, late use of, 69. 

ebvacey, 169. 

€vVOLKas, 221. 

evvous, adverb of, 221. 

evvws, 221. 

evévpBAnros, 20. 

eSpactat, un-Attic, 215. 

epepa, evpypa. 501. 

-evs, nom. and acc. pl. of substantives 
in, 234 note. 

evoTdGera, 347. 

evorabys, 347. 

evavpBoros, 20. 

evoxnpuorv, signification of, 417. 

evppovn, old Attic word, 13. 

evxapiorety, meaning of, 69. 

edXapioTos, meaning of, 69. 

edxpyorety, late use of, 487. 

-evw, origin of verb-termination, 61. 

evwxetcba, 188. 

épéatios, 15. 

épevéa, un-Attic as aor. of pevyey, 
217. 

Ens, 225. 

€pyoGa, 225 ff. 

€p9aca, 217. 

édiopkos, 363. 

éprotavar, meaning of, 345. 

époBnoapny, 189 note. 

€ppnka, existence of in Attic, 220, 221. 

€xeev, aorist, 300. 

éx9és, orthography of, 370 ff. 

€xpaivew, in Xenophon, 169. 

éxpyy or xpyv ? 81. 

fovnodpny, 50, 210. 

éws, form of in Xenophon, 164. 


Z. 


(a, Tragic for é:a-, 5. 

(ctv, metaphorical use of, 17. 
CevyAn, 19. 

Gv, 133- 

(6, Ionic and Tragic for (an, 5. 


H. 


jj, true Attic form of first pers. sing. 
impf. ind, of elyi, 242 ff. 

qoe(v), 236. 

noeper, 238. 

an, 236. 
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noyoba, not 7dys, the true Attic 2 
pers. sing. of 75n, 226 ff. 
-néjcopa, futures in, 189 note. 
790s, rules for the use of, 468. 
jiwv, in Xenophon, 169. 
HkKa, 220. 
neev, 3 sing. past of €ouka, 231. 
7AiBaros, in Xenophon, 169. 
HET T.05, 125. 
HuEpiVOS, 125. 
HuEpios, 125. 
APY, 240, 241. 
-7uny, optatives in, 63. 
Tptkakos, 419. 
TyprcepaAarov, 412. 
7jHixpapa, ane 
jypikpavov, 412. 
FPtLOXOnpos, 419. 
7)H0s, old Attic and poetical word, 28. 
jemecxouny, 83-86. 
neTEcXOunY, 83-86. 
7v or 7, the latter the best Attic form, 
242, 243. 
qveyxa and qveyxov, supplement one 
another in Attic, 220. 
jvecxopunv, 83-86. 
iverxopny, 83-80. 
Hvixa, uses of in Attic, 122 ff. 
nvuotpov, orthography of, 250. 
méa, early Attic aor. of dyw, 349. 
amycacGat, old word, 47, 175. 
amyATHS, old word, £75, 176. 
qTiaTaGo, ATicTW, 463. 
-np, substantival termination, 57, 58; 
used by Xenophon for -7s, 59. 
npnoapny, impossible form in Attic, 
216, 
ips, 125. 
jpws, Attic inflexions of, 248. 
is, un-Attic for 00a, 225 
-7s, substantival teizuination, 57 ff. 
qoGa, 225 ff. 
j79as, a very doubtful form, 228. 
-noopat, futures in} corrupted, 194, 195. 
7pevpévos, 81. 
7plet, 81. 
7,@s, in Xenophon, 164. 


oe. 
226 fi. 


-Oa, in second person sing., 
Oddnewv, in Xenophon, 169. 
Oap Bey, 29. 

Gaveiv, old Attic and poetical, 39. 
Oavpaceay, 29. 

OenAaros, 15. 

Oud av, 275. 

Ocivew, survival of in Attic, 10. 
Oévav, un-Attic, 415, 416, 

-Oev, adverbs in, 177- 
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Qed0uTOS, 249. 

Oeom pots, 15. 

Ocparava, history of the word, 22. 

Ocpanevery, OT. 

OepameuTnp, in Xenophon, 165. 

Ocparwr, history of the word, 22. 

Oeppacta, un-Attic, 198. 

Opa, 3rd declension, not Ist, 414. 

O€ppyy, 198, 414. 

Ocpporys, 198. 

OeomiCey, 29. 

Oye, in Xenophon, 169. 

Ondracer, future of, 401. 

-Ojvat, aorists in, 186 ff. 

-6jc0ua, futures in, 189 note. 

@yyavew, in Xenophon, 169; un- 
Attic, 391. 

Poway, 29. 

Op:Sakivy, 207. 

OpiSak, 207. 

Opwokev, 29. 

Ovela, 251. 

Ounxovs, 196. 

OupéAy, meaning of the term, 250. 

Ovpova0a, 29. 

OwKely, 15. 


I. 


-.aivew, aorist of verbs in. 77. 

ty&ts, history of the word, 251. 

idioAoyetaar, 193. 

tStos, late use of, 499. 

iStotcbar, 284. 

iets, true Attic form of, 2 pers. sing. 
pres. ind. of imu, 316, 317. 

iepd0utos, 240. 

iévat, Attic forms of, 65. 

i€éva, 2nd pers. sing. pres. ind., 316; 
aorist of, 220. 

-i€ev, verbs in, their meaning often 
dependent upon context, 178. 

-i¢ea@a, deponents in, 141. 

ins, un-Attic, 316, 317. 

idayevns, 15. 

idvs, 223. 

ixeota, history of the word, 61. 

ikereta, 61. 

ixereve, 61. 

invetoOat = aduxveicbat, 6. 

*TAuds, used as an adjective, 21. 

itAAew, orthography of, 89. go. 

iAvs, meaning of the term, 147. 

inariov, meaning of, 22. 

immevs, IQ. 

innérns =inmeds, in Tragedy and Xeno- 
phon, 19, 170; as adjective, 21. 

intacGat, 373. 

totav, 252. 

ioxvaivey, aorist of, 78, 











ENDED: 


K. 


xaapés, of water, 113. 

Ka0eSotpar, 336. 

KabelerPar, 336. 

KabecPfvar, 336. 

Kader Oyoopat, 336. 

Kkadnuny, 81. 

Ka0noba, 336; augmentation of, Sr. 

x40no0, distinguished from £«d6:¢e, 
336. 

kaQepoty, 279. 

xadiCev, augmention of, 81; uses of 
in Attic, 336. 

KaOvuBpicey, meaning of, 66. 

Kaas, a late word, 495. 

xaiev, old Attic and Trag. for xdaev, 
112; future of, 408. 

katvew, un-Attic, 170. 

KaKayyerelv, 335. 

kaKkaByn. KakkaBos, 496. 

kakodatpovay and Kkakodatpovety, dis- 
tinguished, 152. 

kakodaipwy, meaning of, 152. 

kadivéew, orthography of, go. 

KkahAvrypadetv, 203. 

kaAAotepov, 209. 

KaAxaivey, aorist of, 78. 

Kappvew, 426. 

Kapvew =xadreras pepe, 16 note. 

kaveiv, un-Attic, 217. 

KapaTopety, 427. 

kapyvat and xeipac@a, distinguished, 
368. 

Kapra, history of the word, 8. 

Kaolyynros, 15. 

xara, force of in composition with 
verbs, 66; Kat’ éxetvo Kkatpod, 345 ; 
kata KoiAtas trovetv, 363; kata 
XEtpos, 375. 

Kkatayeday, 66. 

katakevteiv, 296. 

kataAoyy, meaning of, 498. 

Karampoigeta, orthography of, 160; 
meaning of the term, 254. 

katatrrvewv, 66. 

KaTaCKOTOS, 25. 

KaTavTé, 121. 

katadayas, un-Attic, 497. 

Karapovevey, 15. 

katacyxatev, 296. 

katadgepys, meaning of, 498. 

Kataxetv, 66. 

xatédavov, un-Attic, 39. 

kareiAdew, orthography of, 89, go. 

KarepyaCecba =amoxteivey, 16 note. 

xatOaveiv, un-Attic, 39. 

KATOMTNS, 25. 

KatopGouv, 319. 


* 


INDEX IT. 


kaTépPwpa, 319, 320. 

kaTopOwots, 320. 

katoupeiv, 66. 

KEYXPEwWY, 253. 

keivos, Ionic, 4. 

kelpe, aorists of, 368. 

Kekpaypos, 423. 

kedeve, perf. pass. of, IOr. 

KEKAN pat, 102. 

kexédovpa, not KexdAovopat, 99. 

képropos, 15. 

KepadawSéeoTatos, 339. 

kepadoropeiv, 427. 

KuchjoKew, un-Attic, 48. 

KAadevev, 255. 

kAdev, better than «\alew, 112; fu- 
ture of, 404. 

KAGv, 255. 

kAavoovpat, un-Attic, 91, 92. 

kAénrey, future of, 407, 408. 

khénrns, 20. 

KAnbwy, 15. 

«Agev, aorist and perf. pass. of, 102. 

KAnpovopeiv, construction of, 206. 

«Anew, in Xenophon, 170. 

-kAjs, acc. sing. of substantives in, 
2406. 

KAnThHp, 58. 

«iBayos, orthography of, 267. 

kAwmeve, poetical word in Xenophon, 
170. 

~ kAdxp, old Attic and poetical, 19. 

Kvépadov, 256, 

vin, 413. 

«vqv, contraction of, 133, 134. 

_kowdy, in Xenophon, 170. 

KOLTOV, 321. 

KéAakes, 214. 

KoAAaBor, 280. 

KOAXorres, 280. 

KohAuBiorys, Ké\AvBos, late use of, 


499. 
KoAdKuvOa, KoAoKUvTH, 498. 
Kodovew, perf. pass. of, 99. 
KodupBdbes, un-Attic, 199. 
KoAupPnOpa, 349. 
Kopicey, 191. 
kous, 25. 
komretv Ovpav, 2606, 
Kopaotov, un-Attic, 148. 
kopetv, Attic for aaipew, 156, 157. 
Kopypa, Attic for cdpov, 156. 
Képtov, 148. 
wépis, gender of, 362. 
kopiokn, 148. 
Kopoés, 313. 
kopubalés, 426. 
Képu5os, 426. 
Kopudatétatos, 143. 
Koupias, 132. 








koupos, un-Attic, 311. 
KoxAtaptov, 369. 

KpaBBartos, un-Attic, 137, 138. 
kpadaivey, aorist of, 78. 
KpacTypta, 267. 

Kpartp, 58. 

Kpavyaop.os, 423. 
KpetcooTepov, 209. 

«piBavos, orthography of, 267. 
Kpovoat Qupav, 266. 
KpvUBeo@at, un-Attic, 368. 
Kravely, 217. 

KvDdo0s, 25. 

kvdpos, in Xenophon, 170. 
Kvxdwres, not all one-eyed, 210. 
Kuvayds, 496. 

Kuvaptov, 268. 

kuvnyérns, 496. 

Kuvidvoy, 268. 

kirrey, future of, 398. 
Kodudvov, 151. 


AaBpos, 26. 

Adyvns, 272. 

Adyvos, orthography of, 272. 

Aayés, Aayas, 272. 

Aakaey, future of, 402. 

-Aaiveyv, aorist of verbs in, 77. 

Adkawa, limitations of usage of, 427. 

Aaxety, un-Attic aorist, 43. 

Aadeiv, future of, 388. 

Aaurds, 131. 

AapmTnp, 131. 

Adpupos, meaning of, 352. 

Adoxew, un-Attic verb, 43; aorists of, 
219. 

Adoravpos, meaning of, 282. 

Adupa, in Xenophon, 170. 

Adyxos, in Xenophon, 171. 


| Aéyev, future of, 388. 


AenAareiy, in Xenophon, 171. 
Aekdptov, 265. 

Aenré-yews, 357. 

A€xptos, in Xenophon, 171. 

Aewpyés, in Xenophon, 171. 
AnPapyos, late use of, 491. 

Anis, 171. 

APavos, ABavwrds, distinguished, 


273+ ; 
AWaprov, 268. 


| AvOiBtov, 268. 


Awpos, gender of, 274. 
Acraiveay, aorist of, 78. 


| AlogeaOau, 25 note 8, 


Arpov, orthography of, 369. 


| Atopds, orthography of, 196. 


Acrai, 25. 


A rpov ddpés, 361. 
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Aéby.os, meaning of, 284. 

AoopetaOa, 191 ff. 

Aodhavés, 65. 

Aover, Attic inflexions of, 274 ff. 

AovecOa, &c., late forms of Aoctvabar, 
&C., go. 

AvpaivedPat, 193. 

AvpavTnp, in Xenophon, 165, 171. 

Avxvetoy, meaning of, 132. 

Avuxvid, meaning of, 367. 

Avxvodxos, meaning of, 367. 

AwBdaocGa, reason for middle inflexions 
of, 193, 410. 


M. 


POyeLpetov, 341. 

-paivey, verbs in, aorists of, 76. 

pan, in Attic confined to the phrase 
tnd padns, 282. 

padkiew, orthography of, 155, 156. 

poppy, 208. 

papptov, 208. 

pappoOpetTos, 359. 

paorevey, in Xenophon, 171. 

pHaorifa, survival of in Attic, Io. 

p1xeo0a1, reason for middle inflexions 
of, 193. 

peya, used adverbially, 28; peya 6v- 
vac@a, 283. 

peyroraves, un-Attic term, 283. 

peducos, 240. 

peQuotiKds, 240. 

pepikvov, pe.pakiokos, pepaxvAAov, 
peipa£, differentiated, 291. 

péAAewv, construction of, 420 ff. 

Héupecba, reason for middle inflexions 
of, 193. 

pev ovv, 428, 

peceyyunPijvat, 202. 

peonpBpia, peonuBpiwés, 125, 120. 

péons vurros, 126. 

per SiwOfvar, 202. 

peodyaa, orthography of, 358. 

peooddaxtvAa, 281. 

pécov vuxcTav, 126. 

perovuKtiov, un-Attic, 126. 

pecorropety, late use of, 491. 

peocovans vuxTos, 126. 

peTavis, 21. 

petaxepiCecba, 190. 

peromoabev, 120, 

petpiavev, meaning of, 494. 

péxpt, orthography of, 64; péxype ay 
with mood of verb, 65. 

pode eis, 271. 

pnGeis, 271. 

pnkiotos, 171. 

pynviev, old Attic word, 29; ortho- 
graphy of, 155. 
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Hnpveyv, in Xenophon, 171. 

pyr poder, 177. 2 

Huapia, peapds, 428. 

pupynoKecOar, aorist of, 190. 4 

Hvnotnp, in Xenophon, 165. 

porety, history of, 41. 

povOudevev, 461. 

poovorotreiv, 69. 

povdpuparos, meaning of, 209. 

povddSadpos, 209. 

popos, 15. 

Hox80os, in Xenophon, 171. 

p-oxAos, orthography of, 362. 

puedos, orthography of, 364. 

puKys, 284. 

puKTnp, 58. 

pov, 74. 

pucapos, 15. 

puoatreoGa, in Xenophon, 172. 

popacba, reason for middle inflexions 
of, 193. a 


/ 


eae ee ee ee ea 


. 


N. 
v épeAnvotixdy, in pluperfect act., 231, 4 
232. ; 
vatru, only Attic form, 349. 3 
vapés, history of word, 114. 74 
vats, Attic inflexions of, 254. “9 
vavuTns, 20. i 


vavTihdec@ar, 20, note I ; vautiAos, ib, ~ 
veto@a, in Xenophon, 172. 

veoyvos, in Xenophon, 172. = 
VEOLTVLa, 225: 


véos, 20. i 
veottos, veottiov, orthography of, is 

287. 7 
VEOX HOS, 20. , 
vépbe, 27. 


vevev, OL, 

vevoopua, not vevoodpat, 92. 4 
veppos, 359- ee 
vewoTl, 70. € 
v1] T Ged, limitations to use of, 281. 3 
vndev, late form of vqv, go- 

vnv, Attic inflexions of, 133 ff. 


vnpos, of water, 113. 4 
vynorns, un-Attic, 375. : 
yntiKos, not vnoTuKcds, 135. q 


vippa, 280, 
vitpov, 361, 
vipev, orthography of, go. 


vopos, ‘dwelling-place,’ 16 note. - 
voooos, voociov, 287. a 
voopi¢ev, in Xenophon, 172. 7 


voupnvia, 225. 

vous Kal ppéves, Q. 

vukTepno.os, vuxTepés, distinguished, 
GAS 

VOTOV, VOTOS, 351. 
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' fety (to polish), always contracts in 
Attic, 301. ; 
fevirevecOar, anomalous formation of, 
62. 
fevoddkos, 362. 
énpés, 20. 
fvAdpioy, EvAnguov, EvAv poy, 151. 
fupBdrAdrAcoat ywwpnv, retention of fv 
for avy in this phrase, 24 note 2. 
fuv, date of change to avr, 24 note 2. 
édveyys, 19. 
éuvés=owwéds, 5. 
Evorpa, 358. 


oO. 


*O5un, orthography of, 160, 164. 

d6dovv, 16 note. 

of and ov, confused, 114. 

oiz, augment of verbs beginning in, 
244. 

-olaro, as optative ending, 431. 

oldas, doubtful form, 227. 

oi(upés, orthography of, 160. 

otkade for otko, 115 ff. 

oixatnp, 58. 

oikoyevjs, 285. 

oixodeatroTNs, 470. 

oixodopn, un-Attic, 493. 

oixécttos, 285. 

oikétpup, 285. 

olpat, otoua, both good Attic, 432. 

olive fey, future of, 384, 385. 

ois, orthography of, 160, 

ola@as, a doubtful form, 227, 228. 

otarés, orthography of, 160. 

éx7@, compounds of, 490. 

6ABos, 25; in Xenophon, 172. 

édAdvva, perfects of, 96. 

bdoohipartos, 256. 

Gpatpos, 15. 

bpnrug, 15. 

épviva, perfects of, 95 ff. 

épévous, adverb of, 221, 

6ppak, 126. 

évap, late usage of, 494. 

évOuAeverv, 461. 

ovuxilew, 350. 

éndwy, 22. 

émnvina, 122, 123. 

émoev, orthography of, 6o. 

éma, brov, confused, 114. 

éntdvov, meaning of, 341. 

émrnp, in Xenophon, 165. 

énwpivés, 125. 

étrwpoTrmAns, 286. 

étrwpavys, 286. 
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épyaiveyv, aorist of, 78. 
Gpyewv, 24. 

épy:a, history of the word, 24. 
opPoardbtos, 312. 

ép8ovpevos =successful, 320. 
opPpivds, dpOpos, 124. 
6p9pos, meaning of, 341. 
épiopa, 20. 

opktfew and dpkotv, 466. 
éppac@a, 188. 

oppeva, meaning of, 196. 
oppicec@a, 190. 

épvcoew, perfects of, 95, 96. 
éadnnorouv, un-Attic, 471. 
oop, orthography of, 160, 164. 
ovdels, ovGets, 271. 

-ovv, perfects passive of verbs in, 10T. 
ovs; inflexions of, 291. 

ovx otov, 470. 

oppin, oppus, 20. 

oxnpa, bxoS, 20. 

6x@0s, 25; in Xenophon, 172. 
éxActy = évoxAciy, 5. 

dYipos, dYevés, OYros, 124. 


Il. 


| mayxu, 21, 


madioKn, meaning of, 312. 

matey, Attic forms of, 258 ff. 

maicev, future of, g1, 313; aorist of, 
313. 

tTakavorys, 356. 

tmadatotiKés, wadatotpiKds, 314. 

maAapvatos, in Xenophon, 172. 

takaory, orthography of, 356. 

mad, TAAL, 347. 

TAKE, 29. 

mdAos, meaning of, 13. 

tmravooketov, Travdoxetov, 302. 

navri abéve, 10. 

mavrore, 183. 

ravwreOpos, a Tragic word, 18 note. 

manraivey, aorist of, 78. 

Tatrupos, 360. 

mrapapahAcoVat, trapaBdArov, 312. 

tmrapaderypa, 62. 

mapaQqKy, tapakatabyKn, 300. 

mapakomm, 158. 

Tapakopetv, 156. 

mapaovros, history of the term, 214. 

rnapar.GécOat, meaning of, 312. 

rmrapavTébev, 120, 

napeyyus, 120. 

TrapeKei, 120. 

trapepBorn, late use of, 473. 

trapevOyKn, 304. 

napnis, 20, 

mapoweiv, augment of, 83, 85. 

mapowpis, meaning of, 265. 


mn 
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mardta, only tense of maraooav used 
in Attic, 257. 

maretv, future of, 397, 398. 

maTpa, maTpis, 18, 19. 

mewn, 132. 

mepay, aorists of, 191, 192. 

meAaCev, 29. 

méAas, 28. 

TleAapyés, 195. 

mévre, compounds of, 489. 

memraive, aorist of, 78. 

memao0at, in Xenophon, 173. 

mreTrotOnats, 355. 

mTeTroTHGVaL, 373 fi. 

mémpnpat, not wémpnopa, 102. 

TeTwWV, 323. 

mép, limitations to use of, 21. 

mepaovcba, 188. 

mepteiAAey, 89, 90. 

meptémery, in Xenophon, 173. 

mTepreaoeucev, corrupt form, 79. 

mepikom, 158. 

treptomrao Gar, meaning of, 491. 

mepioceve, augment of, 79. 

meptotacts, meaning of, 473. 

mepoTepewy, survival of in Attic, 253. 

Tepois, adjectival, 21. 

aréteo Oar, Attic forms of, 373 ff. 

MET PLVOS, TET PWONS, 20. 

mevoopat, not mevotovpat, 93. 

mdayv, 29. 

mAikos, meaning of, 127. 

arndos, gender of, 126. 

amyvika, meaning of, 122. 

mueicOat, late form of méc@at, gt. 

mOety, 217. 

mivecOa =mivew (?), 382. 

movpat, late form of méua, gt. 

miauvos, un-Attic, 21. 

mAatecOa, TAavagOa, 21. 

mAcoventeiv, future of, 408. 

TAevoopat, not TAEvToUpAL, 93. 

mAnyas idéva, TANYHY Gddvar, 258 fF. 

amAnooewv, limitations to its use in 
Attic, 258 ff. 

TAOdKLOV, 324. 

mveiv, future of, 401. 

mvevoopat, Not mvevcovpat, g2. 

aviyos, 185. 

modavinTnp, 58. 

modatrés, meaning of, 128-130. 

rode, future of, 404. 

tot, Tov, confused, 114. 

Town, 25, 26. 

movelv, parts of, 19T. 

mropeved@a, parts of, 189. 

mopOuds, 12 note; mopOyds, mépos, 
20. 

TopvoKkoTros, 491. 

mropauvey, in Xenophon, 173. 


} 





INDEX OT. 


motamés, orthography and meaning, 
128-130. 

morac@a, Attic usage of, 189. 

mpaypateveoOa, parts of, Igt. 

TpakTopes, 58. 

mpiac@a, Attic usage of, 210-214. 

mpiago, mpiw, 48, 212 note. 

mpoad@s, 317. 

mpoBackdviov, 159. 

TPOOWLATLOV, 321. 

Tpoelpnueva, TA, 334. 

mponyopeupeva, TA, 334. 

ampolecpia, 78. 

TPOKOLT@V, 321. 

TpoKoTy, MpokoTTev, 158, 

mpovoeia@a, parts of, 190. 

mpovous, 26. 

mpomada, 119. 

mpotapo.dev, 120. 

mpoTépvawv, 11g. 

mpomnAakicev, derivation of, 
future of, 410. 

mpoeiharcy, orthography of, 89, go. 

mpooeTt, 119. 

tmpoadatos, of water, 113; of things 
generally, 471. 

Tpooparws, 70. 

tmpdcwrna, late use of, 474. 

Tpwtpos, Mpevds, mpGos, 124, 125. 

TpeTws, un-Attic, 366. 

mréoGar, 373 ff. 

TTHOTELY, 21. 

mrvewv, future of, 394. 

TTOpa, WrGois, compounds of, 319. 

™7Gpa, limitations to use of in Attic, 
472. 

TTWOCELY, 21. 

tmvedos, 364, 372. 

tmupta, 372. 

mwAnow, an un-Attic form, 48 note 2, 


127; 


Pe 


-paiveiyv, aorists of verbs in, 76 ff. 

pag, gender and orthography of, 148, 
149. 

Padtepos, 487. 

pariceyv, 264. 

pamopa, 257, 264. 

padavis, Pddavos, 221. 

padts, 174. 

petOpov, 20; in Xenophon, 173. 

pevpa, 20. 

pnOnoopa, 326. 

poté.ov, orthography of, 159. 

fvec@a, metaphorical use of, I1. 

pvpn, late use of, 487. 

putros, 238. 

pomrev, meaning of, 239. 


INDEX 


puTnp, 58. 
pwé, gender and orthography of, 148. 


=. 


oakkos, ockos, 323. 

oadtilev, cadkmitHs, 279. 

campos, meaning of, 474. 

oadpov, capovv, un-Attic, 156. 

cagnviceyv, in Xenophon, 174. 

capnyas, 21. 

daxupavTns, 323. 

gawrepos, in Xenophon, 174. 

cele, 29. 

géAas, 16 note. 

géowpat, not gécwopat, 99. 

onkacew. in Xenophon, 174. 

aOéve, oOévos, survival of in Attic, 
10, 

o.bapeos, 49. 

oikvov, 323. 

ouxxatverQat, 307. 

cin, orthography of, 359. 

otvam, an un-Attic form, 349. 

o.roperpetoat, late use of, 477. 

oKatos, 324. 

okiptrous, 137. 

oxdnpokorety, 69. 

oxvides, oxvip, form and meaning of, 
480. 

oxoreiv, future of, 389. 

okopakicay, 127. 

oKoptilesOar, 295. 

oxwnrev, future of, 193. 

okap, inflexions of, 354. 

opiypo, oppo, opyy, 321; 
133. 

ounTpls, 322. 

opnxev, un-Attic, 321. 

omds, oihos, 87. 

omoddés, un-Attic, 25. 

oraQepds, meaning of, 293. 

orapvia, meaning of, 486. 

orarés, 312. | 

} 
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oreixewv, old Attic and poetical word, 
29, 400. 

ortpdpvAa, meaning of, 489. 

arnSlb.ov, ornOivov, 477. 

ariBaboKoreiv, 69. 

otheyyis, 358. 

orparapyns, 16. 

orpirnAarety, 15, 

oTpyvidy, 475. 

orpoPtAos, meaning of, 484. 

orpoyyvAos, 182, 183. 

oTpwpartevs, meaning of, 487. 

orvyeiv, un-Attic, 40. 

orunrnéivos, aruneiov, &c., 

ovaypos, 470. 


225 
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ovyyvapovelv, 476. 

ovykataBaivev, late meaning of, 485. 

ovyKkorn, 158. 

ovykptivetv, ovyKptots, late use of, 344. 

ouptatotys, orthography of, 313. © 

ouptroAitys, 255. 

oUpTTopa, 318. 

avy, date of change in spelling of, 24, 
note 2; in composition with sub- 
stantives, 256. 

cuvdvteo Par, 349. 

avveyyus, 119. 

ovveiAAev, 89, 90. 

ovyTacoec@a, meaning of in late Greek, 


ovpitrey, future of, 387 ff. 
cVconpOV, 492. 

ousxoAacrys, un-Attic, 486. 
opupyAatos, 286. 

oxalev, sxav, 296. 

oxviadpos, orthography of, 196. 
awew, perfect passive of, 99. 
opata, of slaves, 474. 


as 


Tapaxos, 174. 

tavpovv, pliability of meaning of, 179. 

TAXLOV, 149. 

TaXUTATOS, 150. 

TeOeAnKevat, 415. 

TeOvngewv, 411. 

reioa, not ticat, the true Attic form, 
go. 


TeEAEUTALOTATOS, 143. 


| Téxaxos and topos, distinguished, 72. 


Teppa, 26, 

THPeAAabovs, 359. 

7™nOn, 208. 

Tyvikdde, THViKavTa, strict meaning of, 
122 ff. 

riOeis, TiOns, orthography of second 
pers sing. pres. ind, act, of ri@évau, 
316, 317. 

riOéva, inflexions of, 315 ff.; aorist of, 
220. 

rixrev, future of, 403. 

tly, orthography of, 359. 

ropos and tépaxos, distinguished, 72. 

Tpavaicey, future of, 382. 

Tpaxnaros, 25. 

TpinTnp, 58. 

Tponwrnp, 58 

tpoxaixds, orthography of, 111. 

Tpvprrov, 205. 

Tpvyouros, 300 

Tpve, 147. 

Tpupepaivedba, aorist of, 77. 

Tuyxdvew, construction of, 342; per 
fect of, 483. 
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TUAn, 256. 

tUrreww, limitations to its use in Attic, 
257 ff. 

trwoacew, future of, 193, 410. 


Tee 


vados, 363. 

bPpiCeyr, future of, 193, 410. 

b5pia, history of the word, 23. 

vids, inflexions of, 141, 142. 

tAvorAp, 360. 

-vvew, verbs in, formation of, 74; have 
no perfect active, 96. 

tds, not vids, 143. 

imdyew TH yaotépa, 363. 

tralOpros, WravOpos, 321. 

tmédAaypa, meaning of, 362. 

treiAAev, 89, 90. 

tmepdSpurus, 478. 

imépoxos, 26. 

imepreAAev, 16 note. 

inépyecOa, in metaphorical 
inflected throughout, 109. 

imoxvetc@a, aorist of, 190. 

to paAns, 282. 

brdserypa, 62. 

brodnpootvn, 174. 

trootdOuy, meaning of, 147. 

timécractis, meaning of, 348. 

tmotpomiacey, 158. 

-us, substantives in, gen. sing. and pl. 
of, 318. 

vomAné, gender and meaning, 146. 

tortepifev, late construction of, 311. 


sense 


®, 


payeoOar, 376. 
¢avés, meaning of, 131. 
apos, history of the word, 22. 
ddpuyé, gender of, 139. 

paricey, un-Attic, 16. 

partis, un-Attic, 20. 

pevtopar, pevéovpat, 93, 94. 

pnyn, 20. 

pOavey, aorists of, 217; future of, 396. 
H9etp, gender of, 362. 

H0elpecar, v. Bidler Oar, 144, 145. 
pOipevor, of, used by Xenophon, 174. 
pidanvn, 196. 

diAddAoyos, 483. 

piroraicpey, orthography of, 313. 
ddéivos, pews, pAovs, 355. 
poBetc0au, passive, not middle, 189. 
porary, fut. of, 400. 

ovat, pdvos, 20. 





povevey, poetical, 15. 


popBh, 26. 
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poppokarely, 69. 

poptiov, pdpros, 20. 

ppacecar, 190. 

ppacrnp, 165. 

pevovv, in Xenophon, 174. 

ppevav cuppopa, 9. 

phy, un-Attic word, 9. 

dpovipevecOar, 479. 

duyadevew, 478. 

pudarreyv, corruption for pudarresbat, 
(B19: 

puponv, 174. 


Xx. 


xadrenaivev, aorist of, 78. 

xapaké, gender, 137. 

yapievTiCec@ar, reason for middle in- 
flexions of, 193. 

xéCerv, future of, 92. 

Xelpdpuva, 75. 

xXeLwepvos, XEtpéptos, 125. 

xeiv, aorist act. of, 300. 

xelp, inflexions of, 224. 

XElpOTEPOS, 209. 

xeppwvag, 16. 

XEPELOTEPOS, 209. 

xX€épaos, 20. 

XéTopar or XEToUpAL ?, O2. 

xmPI, 479- 

x6és, orthography of, 370 ff. 

xPeowos, xeCivds, xOlds, 370. 

xoAdbes, 364. 

XoAN, XOAOs, 20. 

xoAukes, gender of, 364. 

xoArovaba, 29. 

yovbpokoretov, 305. 

xovdpokwvetov, 365. 

xodv, Attic inflexions of, 274. 

XpewduTeEly, 481. 

xpéws, Attic inflexions of, 482. 

xpav, expr, 81. 

xpiv, anomalous contraction of, 133, 
134. , 

xXpjcOat, 133. 

xpyjcipevetv, 480. 

xpiew, aor. pass. of, 98; perfect pass. 
of, 98. 

xptceos, 287. 

xwpeiv, fut. of, 397. 


ee 


Wavew, un-Attic, 391. 
PerrtCecbar, 382. 
WHv, 133, 134, 323- 
YnporraoTely, 314. 
UNnxXeElV, 323. 

Wiabos, 363. 
WidoKoupos, 132. 
Widds, 253. 


erie 63. : 
| dvi moetoOa, 213, Fieesbas, 214. 

avnodpny, un un-Attic, 50. 

avis, 213. © 

-wp, substantival termination, 58. 

Gore = worTep, are, 28. 

dros, 291. 

HpAnoa, un-Attic, 219. 
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